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Preface 


The present study, though from one standpoint long in 
preparation, came nonetheless forth guite unlooked for. I had long 
felt that although there had been, and continued to be, much learned 
talk concerning al-Ghazālī's adaptation and adoption of elements of 
Aristotelian philosophy—the logic in particular—in such a way as to 
update and in modest measure to rectify some of the earlier logical, 
conceptual, and theoretical shortcomings of traditional Muslim the- 
ology, there had been all too little thorough and systematic study of 
the texts with regard to the most significant issues involved. Sugges- 
tions and assertions concerning the matter were made with greater 
assurance than seemed warranted by the foundations on which they 
rested. The primary focus of my own work was, however, concen- 
trated in classical kalam; al-Ghazālī was therefore of only marginal 
interest and I had little inclination to take up the question of their 
relationship. That the relation of his theology to that of traditional 
Ash‘arism was at least ambiguous and required serious investigation 
was, however, brought acutely to my attention when, in preparing a 
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rather general lecture on predestination in Islam for a nearby com- 

munity college in the spring of 1985, I reread Book XXXV of Ihya? 

culum al-din for the first time in many years. A short time later then, 

on reading al-Magsad al-asnā for the first time, it became altogether 
clear to me that his formal commitment to Ash‘arite orthodoxy was 
tenuous in the extreme. Accordingly, for the Paris-Penn-Dumbarton 
Oaks Colloquium on inheritance and borrowing in the middle ages 
(Héritage et emprunts culturels au Moyen Age) held in Morigny 
in the fall of 1986, I prepared a paper entitled *Al-Ghazālī's use of 
Avicenna's Philosophy" as a kind of preliminary study of one major 
aspect of the question. That was a beginning. Subsequently, in 1988, 
in the course of preparing a paper entitled *al-Ghazali on Taglīd,” my 
attention was drawn to further aspects of the problem of the status 
and location of al-Ghazalr's theology relative to traditional Ash*arism 
and I decided that the somewhat tentative study done in two years 
earlier, the likelihood of whose eventual appearance seemed ever 
more remote, had to be more fully elaborated. With the publication 
of Creation and the Cosmic System in 1992, my interest in al-Ghazali 
was waning rapidly. The apparent inconsistency of the things he says 
explicitly concerning kalàm continued, however, to trouble me and, 
not having examined the data of the texts with this question spe- 
cifically in mind, I fancied that by making a few appropriate distinc- 
tions the matter could be laid quietly to rest on the basis of material 
already assembled. Alas, things are seldom so simple as they appear at 
a distance. Al-Ghazālīs explicit statements concerning kalam and his 
allusions to the Ash‘arite school proved inevitably to be imbedded 
in contexts that precluded a simple analysis within the formally re- 
stricted framework originally projected. Though the aim of the study 
remained essentially the same, the questions to be addressed multi- 
plied and the web of their interrelationships became more difficult 
to map as they spread more widely through the fabric of al-Ghazalr's 
works. Beneath the surface of an origiñally rather simple question lay 
something more serious, and more interesting. 

Al-Ghazālī shows himself in his writing to be a very complex and 
problematic personality, intellectually pompous, yet beset by inner 
uncertainties and often conspicuously superficial in his treatment of 
important questions. Unable to achieve complete confidence in the 
truth of his speculative theories, he turned to sufi asceticism and 
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there found the means of confirming his belief and filling in the 
gaps through the achievement of non-rational states of mind whose 
validity as a foundation and verification of conceptual and theoretical 
propositions he rationalized on the basis of a Neoplatonic paradigm. 
He was first and ever remained a leading master of Shafitite law and, 
though for himself he rejected the traditional Ashfarite theology, his 
bond to the Sháfrrite school continued to be of profound personal 
importance to him throughout his life. Thus it is that the tension 
which arose from the ambivalence of his relation to the school mani- 
fests itself in the variety of ways in which he attempts to mute or 
to reconcile, to rationalize or to override, the resultant conflict with 
some of his fellows in most of his major writings. 

What we have sought to do in the present study is to trace out ` 
and present to view the primary orientation and consistent sense 
of al- Ghazals basic attitude towards the traditional theology of the 
Ash=arite school and its adherents, as in a variety of ways and in vari- 
ous places it rises clearly to view or remains to a greater or lesser 
extent obscured beneath the surface of his writing. The track offered 
by the texts is difficult to follow, often circuitous and ambivalent and 
seldom clear and straightforward. Theological theses that are enunci- 
ated are often, and sometimes in very significant respects, presented 
only in an incomplete or elementary form and from one work or pas- 
sage to another appear in some instances, on first reading at least, to 
be irreconcilably opposed. The exact sense and the implications are, 
in many cases, neither expressly presented nor unambivalently sug- 
gested. Whether this is because in a given context he was unwilling 
to express himself more fully and clearly or because he had not really 
thought the matter through and was not altogether aware of the im- 
portance of some aspects of a particular issue remains unclear, though 
regarding some questions one suspects that the latter is most likely 
the case. Founded on a superficial reading of the texts or, in a few 
instances, simply on the secondary literature, the image of al-Ghazali 
that has been presented by some scholars is manifestly idealized, not 
to say romanticized. However this may be, one thing at least would 
seem clear beyond doubt: for all his brilliance, al-Ghazālī was not, as 
a speculative or systematic thinker, in the same league as Avicenna or 
Aquinas. His primary preoccupations lay elsewhere. 

Finally, I wish to express my gratitude to those who directly or 
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indirectly contributed to the completion of this little book, especially 
to my colleague Thérése-Anne Druart, who read the manuscript very 
carefully and made a number of helpful suggestions, and also to a 
number of others who, on various occasions, had the patience to lis- 
ten as I rehearsed the problems and difficulties I was having in trying 
to map a coherent and consistent path through the thickets of rhe- 
torical undergrowth that tend so often to obstruct and obscure the 
uneven terrain of al-Ghazali’s writing, and who commented and in a 
few cases exclaimed or protested as they remarked on the conspicu- 
ously revisionist track of my conclusions. I have also to express my 
gratitude to Professor Edward Mahoney for his encouragement and 
support and to the Duke University Press, particularly to the edito- 
rial staff for their patience with my sometimes untidy habits and their 
help in the preparation of the text for publication. Too, I must thank 
my wife, Jane, for putting up with me through the whole process. 
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1. Introduction 


The Problem 


Abū Hamid Muhammad ibn Muhammad al-Ghazālī 
(450/1058—505/1111) was one of the most renowned and influential 
writers in the history of Muslim religious thought. He was born in 
Khorasan, and his early studies were pursued chiefly in Tus, the city of 
his birth. Later, he studied in Nishapur under abū I-Ma*ālī ‘Abdallah 
al-Juwayni (419/1028—478/1085), who held the chair of Shāficite law 
in the college that had been founded expressly for him by the vizier, 
Nizam al-Mulk (d. 485/1092), who was perhaps the most powerful 
man of his day. Al-Juwayni is still esteemed as one of the great- 
est masters of Shaficite law, but he was also the leading master of 
Ashrarite kalàm. His al-Shamil fī usūl al-din was one of the most de- 
tailed and comprehensive summae of Ash‘arite theology ever written 
and was sufficiently popular that after his death several abridgements 
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were produced, two of which have survived.! Two of al-Ghazālfs fel- 
low students under al-Juwaynī—abū !-Qasim al-Ansàri (d. 504/1110) 
and al-Kiya? al-Harāsī (d. 512/1118)—also wrote major compendia of 
Ashsarite theology. Though the curriculum of the colleges was for- 
mally restricted to the religious sciences (and there concentrated pri- 
marily on law), intellectual life in the centers of learning was rich 
and varied and, as was inevitable within the context of the times, the 
works of the logicians and the falasifa were, even though rejected or 
condemned, generally known and read by the leading religious schol- 
ars. After the death of al-Juwayni, al-Ghazalt, an ambitious man, at- 
tracted the attention of Nizàm al-Mulk, and in 1091 was named to 
the chair of Sháfirite law in the Nizàmiyya college of Baghdad. It was 
while he held this position that he undertook a systematic study of the 
works and doctrines of the falasifa, chiefly Avicenna as it would seem, 
and wrote first a summary of their teaching, Magāstd al-falasifah, and 
then a refutation of the theses which he found most seriously in con- 
flict with the tenets of orthodox Islam, Tahafut al-falasifah, together 
with several other works on logic and ethics. In 1095, however, al- 
Ghazālī suffered a nervous collapse and, unable to continue teaching, 
resigned his position and left Baghdad. It is impossible to determine, 
given the complexity of the situation, exactly what may have precipi- 
tated al-Ghazili’s breakdown, if indeed there was a single primary 
factor, whether it involved the contests for power that characterized 
the political turmoil of the time or tensions within the religious and 
academic communities, or was perhaps his inability to resolve certain 
interior conflicts or doubts, religious and intellectual, within himself. 
The latter is stressed in his autobiography, but the evidence remains 
nonetheless ambivalent. = 
Al-Ghazālī spent the next few years mostly in solitude, cultivat- 
ing sufi asceticism. He stayed for a time in Damascus and then in 
Jerusalem, made the pilgrimage to Mecca in 1096, and subsequently 
traveled widely, visiting Baghdad, Egypt, and Tus as well as other 
places. It was during this period that he wrote his most important 
work, Ihya «ulum al-din (The Revivification of the Religious Sci- 
ences), which immediately achieved great notoriety and popularity, 
even though it was condemned in some circles. In 1106, at the be- 
hest of Fakhr al-Mulk, the vizier of the Seljuk ruler of Khorasan, 
al-Ghazālī took a position at the Nizāmiyya College of Tus, where he 
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wrote his autobiography, al-Mungidh min al-dalál,? and completed 
his last major work, al-Mustasfa min ‘tlm al-usūl. Some time later he 
gave up teaching and retired to Tus, where he died in Jumādā II, sos/ 
December, 1111. | 


Al-Ghazālī's opinion concerning the value of kalam and his rela- 
tion to the traditional Ashrarite theology have been the subject of 
a good deal of discussion amongst scholars. The most widely held 
opinion has been that expressed by Gardet and Anawati, namely, 
that “he retains the central theses of the Ash‘arites completely,” even 
though he has made certain emendations in the way they are set forth 
and reasoned.’ More recent studies have shown that this is certainly 
not the case,* though the exact nature and configuration of his rela- 
tion to the Ash‘arite school remains problematic. Al-Ghazālī is an ex- 
tremely complex figure. His writings differ greatly from one another 
in form and rhetoric as well as in topic and focus and in trying to 
trace the course of his thought and discern his commitments, one has 
sometimes the impression of attempting to follow the movements of 
a chameleon, so varied are the hues and postures he assumes from 
one place to another. 

The general problem of al-Ghazālfs relation to the traditional the- 
ology presents itself in two distinct, even if not everywhere sepa- 
rable, facets of his writing. The one, whose evidence is somewhat 
straightforward, is the diverse and in a few places apparently con- 
flicting statements he makes when speaking explicitly of kalam as the 
traditional speculative theology of the schools. In virtually every case 
the kalam with which he is concerned in these passages is that of the 
Ash'arite school, which he shared with his fellows in the Shaficite 
tradition. The other is one whose evidence is more difficult to bring 
forward and analyze and to interpret; it is that of the relationship 
between the theology of al-Ghazālī and that of the Ash‘arite school. 
One, if not the principal source of the difficulty is that al-Ghazālī 
wrote a number of very complex works that differ greatly both for- - 
mally and materially, but never composed a clear, expository sum- 
mary of his own dogmatic theology. In reflecting on the complexity 

of the evidence, Marie Bernand speaks of a “fusion of systems,”5 and 
one may suggest that it is precisely because al-Ghazālī sought, in his 
own way, to harmonize a number of very different (and, we should 


4 Introduction 


add, in some cases incompatible) trends and schools of Muslim theo- 
logical thought that he refrained from setting forth the systematic 
foundation of this “fusion” plainly and unambivalcntly. 

The problem of the relation between al-Ghazālīs theology and 
that of the Ash‘arite school is manifested in two quite distinct places, 
the one being his two manuals of ostensibly Ash‘arite theology, 
al-Igtisād fi l-itigād and R. al-Qudsiyyab, the other, the doctrinal 
statements, direct and indirect, concerning fundamental questions of 
Muslim theology scattered through his other writings. Al-Ghazali's 
own basic theology, his psychology, cosmology, and metaphysics, we 
cannot and need not take up as such in the present study. We have 
shown in Creation and the Cosmic System: al-Ghazali and Avicenna 
that, contrary to common opinion, al-Ghazālī holds (1) that the cre- 
ated universe is a closed, deterministic system of secondary causes 
whose operation is governed by the first created being, an “angel” 
(or “intellect”) associated with the outermost sphere, (2) that God 
cannot intervene in the operation of secondary causes, celestial or 
sublunary, and (3) that it is impossible that God have willed to cre- 
ate a universe in any respect different from this one which He has 
created. A number of the texts cited and examined in the course of 
the present study will confirm the various elements of this interpreta- 
tion of his thought clearly enough as well as Davidson's conclusions 
concerning his psychology. Taking this as given, then, what we shall 
do here is first to examine what al-Ghazālī has to say explicitly con- 
cerning kalàm and its status as one of the religious sciences. Next we 
shall examine the form and the content of a number of passages of 
al-Igtisād fi l-itigād and of R. al-Qudsiyyab against the background 
of classical Ash‘arite doctrine and of what al-Ghazālī has to say in 
other works so as to get a reasonably clear view of what exactly al- 
Ghazālī says and does not say and what he does and does not commit 
himself to, either explicitly or implicitly, in these two works. In the 
case of one or two passages, the discussion is quite extended because 
of the need to examine a number of other texts in order to supply 
an adequate context for the understanding of how the topic is pre- 
sented and treated in variously differing contexts. Following this, we 
shall examine the evidence supplied by Faysal al-tafriqah and Iam 
al--awamm ‘an "ilm al-kalam regarding al-Ghazālfs alienation from 
the Ash‘arite school. The question of al-Ghazālfs relationship to the 
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Ashsarite school may appear to have only secondary importance, but 
when the evidence is gathered and examined it proves, as we shall 
see, to be a key to certain basic characteristics of the method and 
language of his writing and thereby to shed light on what might be 
called the program that governs much of the corpus of his work. 


Kalām in the Traditional View 


Kalam was commonly termed “the science of the fun- 
damental doctrines of Islam” (‘ilm usül al-din) and was also referred 
to as “the speculative science” (‘tlm al-nazar). The Ash‘arite muta- 
kallimün held that their science, though ultimately guided by the 
revelation, is formally conceptual, logical, and critical and that it 
proves the truth of the basic articles of Muslim religious belief with- 
out formal appeal to any premise or thesis that is taken from religious 
belief as such. (A corollary to this thesis is that once it has been 
rationally demonstrated that Muhammad was a prophet, assent to 
what is presented for belief only in the revelation is also rationally 
justified.) Kalam, in short, is looked on as a rational metaphysics, 
and the larger compendia are, in fact, topically ordered like works 
on metaphysics. The distinction between “science” and “opinion” 
(miorun and 5d6£a) is made, but theology is not distinguished 
from philosophy. Consistently with the theses that simple acquies- 
cence to the views of others is not a valid basis for religious belief 
and that the basic tenets of Islam can be justified by autonomous rea- 
son, then, most of the Ash‘arites hold that rational speculation—i.e., 
some minimal level of rational reflection on the basic truths of the 
revelation—is required as a foundation of valid religious assent and 
under the religious law is therefore obligatory for all, though some 
allow for a conditioned exception in the case of simple, uneducated 
people. The manuals range from very short, catechetical works meant 
for elementary religious instruction to extremely long and complex 
summae in which a panoply of theoretical problems and questions 
are dealt with in detail. Although a number of religious scholars, in- 
cluding almost all the Hanbalites, strongly disapproved of any form 
of rational or systematic theology as such, the Ash‘arite kalam was 
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in fact the school theology for both Shifitites and Mālikites. Among 
al-Ghazālī's immediate predecessors, thus, some of the foremost mas- 
ters of Shafirite law (e.g., abū Ishaq al-Shīrāzī [d. 476/1083] and abū 
l-Masāli al-Juwayni [d. 478/1085]), held, against the Hanbalites, that 


taglid is not a sound basis for assent to the basic articles of the creed ` 


(al-”usūl), and that “rational speculation” concerning the being of 
God is therefore obligatory, and that, in fact, the first obligation of 
individuals who have reached the age of reason and are of sound 
mind is the intention to undertake such inquiry.” It is within this gen- 
eral context and against this background, then, that we must examine 
the diverse statements that al-Ghazali makes concerning kalàm and 
rational theology and the evidences of his conflict with the school. 


2. Al-Ghazali on the Place of 
Kalām Amongst the Religious 


Sciences 


Kalam According to the Traditional 
Classification | 


Al-Ghazali insists that those who cling to the truth and 
follow the Sunna have succeeded in uniting the things entailed by 
the revealed laws and the things that are demanded by reason (al- 
talfiqu bayna mugtadayāti I-sharāPtci wa-wājtbāti l-«ugūl); there is no 
inconsistency between strict adherence to the Sunna and the study 
of rational theology. Against the literalists and those whom he dubs 
"al-haskwiyya,” he insists that theré is no conflict between the reve- 
lation that is handed down in the Muslim community and the truth 
that is given to reason: al-shar‘u I-manqül wal-haggu l-masqül. There 
can be, that is to say, no conflict between the mind's critical, specu- 
lative grasp of and assent to what is truly presented in the texts 
of revelation and taught by the authorities of the first generations 
of Muslims on the one side and what has been or may be conclu- 
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sively demonstrated by purely theoretical reasoning concerning the 
being of God and his attributes and the nature of man and of the 
world on the other? Those who deny this do so simply because they 
have weak minds and lack intellectual insight (min duefi l-uqüli wa- 
gillati l-basā?ir) (Iqtisad, p. 1, 11). The reports which are cited by 
the Hanbalites and others from authorities of the first generations 
condemning rational theology are valid only with regard to simple- 
minded believers who, for whatever reason, are incapable of formal 
reasoning. It is “inconceivable that any one disagree” with the logical 
rules set out in Qistds once he has understood them (Faysal, p. 48, and 
Mungidh, pp. 123, 13f. and 126, nff.). Again, the use of the formal ter- 
minology coined by the mutakallimün, albeit condemned by some, 
is necessary for conceptual precision and clarity, just as is that of the 
jurists (Ihyā? 1, p. 95, 17f£., and Iljam, p. 95, 13f.). Accordingly, al- 
Ghazālī speaks of having insight into the truth “by means of specula- 
tive reasoning, rational inquiry and the correct elaboration of logical 
demonstrations" (kashfu dhālika . . . bil-nazari wal-bahtin wa-tabrin l- 
>adillah) (Ibya?° 1, p. 15, r2f.). It is possible to achieve a comprehensive 
and certain rational knowledge of God and of the truth contained 
in the revelation “through demonstration that has been fully carried 
out, whose conditions are completely fulfilled, and whose founda- 
tions and premises have been reviewed step by step and term by 
term until there remain no room for ambiguity and no opening for 
confusion” (Iam, p. uz, 2ff.). 

Classifying the religious sciences in Mustasfa, al-Ghazālī says that 
kalam is the one that is universal (al-ilmu I-kulliyyu mina l*ulumi l- 
diniyyah) (p. 5, 9). It begins with the inquiry into that which is most 
universal, viz., being (ai-mawjūd); considers the two kinds of beings, 
sc., God, the eternal being, and contingent beings (ibid., pp. sf.), and 
then distinguishes the basic classes of the latter, the jawhar and acci- 
dents? and ultimately demonstrates the basic truths of the revelation 
and establishes the principles of thepther religious sciences (pp. 6f.). 
The truth of what is taught by the prophets is made known by ratio- 
nal demonstration (burhan al-agl) (Iqtisad, p. 2, 2). As such, there- 
fore, kalàm is primary (al->asl) with respect to the other religious 
sciences and they are secondary or derivative ( furi), even though 
some of them, jurisprudence ( figh), for example, may be more uni- 
versally useful and, consequently, more essential to the life of the 
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Muslims individually and collectively (c.g.,Mustasfū x, pp. 6f., I gtisād, 
P- 15, 1; Iya? 1, p. 17, 26, and p. 18, 8ff.; and Jawahir, p. 22). The formal 
conception of kalām here, like that of the earlier mutakallimūn, ap- 
pears to be that of an extended metaphysics. Kalām is the universal 
religious science, whereas the other religious sciences are particular. 
Jurisprudence (al-figh) assumes the truth of the revelation; it begins 
with the investigation of juridical demonstrations and so depends for 
its foundation on kalam (Mustasfā 1, pp. 5f.).* There are two things 
here which should be noted, since they will prove later to be of some 
importance. Formally speaking, the jurist, whether simple fagīh or 
expert in the foundations of the law (?usali), will, in principle, have 
no authority as such to judge the truth or error of theological state- 
ments or of the correctness of theological interpretations (tewi) of 
Koran verses or prophetic Traditions, since such judgments have to 
be made on theological grounds and their validity has to be justified 
logically. One notes also that whereas in earlier writings (e.g., Ihyā” 1, 

P- 23, 8f.) al-Ghazālī says that kalam studies the being of God, His 

attributes, and His actions, he says in Mustasfa (1, p- 6, 2ff.) that it 
explains that “God must be one and that He is distinguished from 

contingent beings by attributes that belong to Him necessarily and by 
things that are impossible with respect to His being (kagguhi) and 

characteristics that may possibly belong to him, being neither nec- 

essary nor impossible and distinguishes between what is necessary, 

impossible, and possible respecting God's being.” Though in this he 
follows a fairly common formulation; one notes that here al-Ghazālī 
does not speak explicitly of God's actions. This may be significant, as 
we shall see. Elsewhere he speaks of kalàm and classifies it somewhat 
differently. 

_Understood as the science of God’s being and His attributes and 
His actions, kalām is formally a metaphysics. It is thus that al-Ghazālī 
describes it, for example, in Ihya? (e.g., 1, 23, 8£). More broadly 
viewed, however, there are, included within kalam, a number of dis- 
tinct sciences or disciplines, and accordingly al-Ghazālī says (Iya? 1, 
Pp. 98, 3f.) that in Igtisad he had taken up only the basic elements 
of the Muslim creed (qawa‘id al-agaid) without looking into “the 
other matters that are studied by the mutakallimün” ( ghayruha min 
mabābithi l-mutakallimīn). The study of the fundamental doctrines of 
Islam is the rational investigation of God's essence and His attributes 
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and His actions. It studies the classes of created beings and the vari- 
ous subclasses and orders of accidents and their relation to animate 
and inanimatc beings. This part of kalam corresponds to the meta- 
physics (al-*ilākiyyāt) of the falāsifa (Ihy® 1, p. 23, 8f.). Again, in Ipy? 
(1, p. 23, 7f.) he says that logic (al-mantiq) is an element of kalam; 
it is the tool of kalam (Jawābir, p. 21). The discussion of the infer- 
ence forms and the conditions of their application in the traditional 
manuals of kalàm is commonly placed under a heading of specula- 
tive reasoning (al-nazar) or speculative science (“Im al-nazar), and 
accordingly al-Ghazālī says in Tabafut (pp. 15f.) that what the falasifa 
call logic (al-mantiq) is what “in kalam we call the book on specula- 
tive reasoning" (kitāb al-nazar). 

The rules and procedures of formal reasoning, are, he says, in fact, 
illustrated and taught by the prophets and in the Koran (e.g., Otstās, 
pp. 8f. and 27, sff., and Faysal, pp. 49f., with which cp. ibid., pp. 16f. 
and Jawābir, p. 15, 21, where he mentions disputation, al-mujadalah). 
He cites, moreover, a Tradition according to which the Prophet said, 
*When men draw near to God by means of various kinds of devo- 
tions, then draw you near with your mind (5il-*agl)," and he goes 
on to note that *drawing near is not possible either by one's native 
instincts (bil-gharizati l-fitriyyab) or by such knowledge as is given im- 
mediately (bil-«ulumi I-4arūriyyah), but rather by that which is gained 
through rational inference (bal bil-muktasabab)" (Ihyā> 3, p. 16, 3—5) Š 
The failure of formal theological reasoning to benefit some people— 
many, indeed—cannot be taken as evidence that conceptual under- 
standing (a/-*a41) and rational demonstration (al-burhan) have little 
value in theology, because God does not give “the light of the mind” 
(nur al-«agl) to all, but only to certain individuals (Igtisad, p. 10, r2f.; 
cp. Ihy@ 1, p. 14, 17ff.). 

Consistently with this, then, al-Ghazālī says that the truth or 
falsity of theological propositions may be ascertained by purely specu- 
lative reasoning (e.g., Igtisād, p. 247, 2f., Qistas, p. 8, 4ff.; and Iljām, 
p. 112). He says, furthermore, that logic, i.e., rigorous, systematic 
reasoning, is required in order to clarify the texts of the Koran and 
the prophetic Traditions, that is, in order to know what is and what 
is not to be taken literally and, in the case of the latter, what proposed 
interpretations may be valid or true and which must be false (e.g., 


Faysal, pp. 43ff. and 46fF.). Indeed, it is through theoretical reason- 
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ing that one knows the truth of the revelation (Igtisad, p. 2, 2f.), for 
logic is a measure of the truth of any and all theological propositions 
(jamicu |-ma‘arifi l-ilahiyyah: Qistas, p. 66, 14ff.),7 “of the knowledge 
of God (the exalted) and the knowledge of His angels and His scrip- 
tures, and His apostles, and of His kingdom and His royal domain” 
(Oistās, p. 9, 13f.). Here, the first three terms (God, His angels, and 
His scriptures) and their order follow a famous Tradition according 
to which the Prophet said that Belief (a/->īmān) is “that you believe 
in God and in His angels, and in His scriptures, the encounter with 
Him, and His apostles"; the last two (“His kingdom" and *His royal 
domain”) are, in al-Ghazali’s usage, standard expressions for the ma- 
terial or sublunary world and the immaterial or celestial world, re- 
spectively. (In the immediate context, this remark is made against the 
Batiniyya and their claim of the necessity of an infallible imam, but 
the statement is universally true for al-Ghazālī.) Logic, thus, is said to 
be a means for the knowledge of God's being, of the celestial intelli- 
gences that govern the universe and so mediate between God and the 
sublunary world, of the nature of the rational soul, and of the truth of 
the revelation and of its correct interpretation. Reference to the res- 
urrection and judgment is omitted, since this is a future contingent 
and cannot be known through speculative reasoning. Logic, he says 
in another context, is the measure for the knowledge of everything 
that is not simply a matter of legislative enactment (wad‘i) (Qistas, 
p- 68, 4ff.).5 
It is a delusion, however, to think that reason can alone and by 
itself attain to the fullness of truth, for the guidance of revelation is 
required.? For this, one needs reason and revelation together; the one 
cannot do without the other (e.g., Igtisad, p. 2, 1ff.; Ihya 3, p. 16, 
271f.; Oistās, p. 56; and Mishkah, p. 49). One has the impression that 
al-Ghazali's intention here is what we should consider formally to 
be theology. His understanding of the soul’s need for revelation in 
order to achieve its perfection and ultimate good has several distinct 
aspects, however. Al-Ghazali holds that it is possible, in principle, 
to demonstrate the basic truth of the Muslim revelation concerning 
God's essence, His attributes, and His acts (i.e., the tawhid: God's 
governance of the universe and that His action alone determines the 
existence of contingent beings and the occurrence of temporal events 
within the universe) without formal appeal to any axiom or prin- 
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ciple that derives from religious belief as such. Attempts to follow 
autonomous reason exclusively, however, inevitably go astray, even 
with regard to the clementary truths, as is witnessed in the errors of 
the falāsifa regarding the eternity of the world and God's knowledge 
of particulars. Moreover, it is impossible by the sole means of ratio- 
nal speculation to know a number of things knowledge of which is 
of the greatest importance to the soul’s achievement of its highest 
good. Some of these have to do with future contingents; one cannot 
know by reasoning exactly what happens to the soul after death or 
what is to the soul’s benefit or harm in the next life (I/jām, p. 87). 
Most important to al-Ghazali’s mind, perhaps, is that prophetic reve- 
lation is necessary in order to know what actions and activities must 
be pursued or avoided in order to purify the soul and bring it to 
perfection (e.g., Iby@° 3, p. 16, 23ff., and Mungidh, pp. 151f. and 161f.). 
Where he speaks specifically of kalàm as a science that is required 
within the Muslim community, al-Ghazālīs. perspective is not ab- 
stract, but situated within the concrete social, intellectual, and reli- 
gious context of his own time. Adherence to Islam is assumed as the 
rule; most people are brought up in Islam and have consequently 
some level of adherence to it as a norm and some degree of belief, 
even if by the most naive attachment to the beliefs of others. There 
is need for and justification of rational inquiry into the truth of the 
revelation or the significance or meaning of some element of it when- 
cver it appears to be doubtful or unclear. It is for this reason that in 
a number of important contexts in which al-Ghazālī discusses kalam 
explicitly he speaks of it primarily as apologetic. Thus he says in one 
place that “the one benefit of kalam is to protect the faith (/irasatu 
l-agidah) . . . and to preserve it by means of all sorts of arguments 
against the confusions sown by heretics.” ? It serves to confirm and 
to reinforce belief (tz kid al-i«tigad) (Ihyā? 4, pp. 241f.). Where there 
is little heresy kalàm is not much needed and it is adequate to teach 
a manual such as his own Qwdsiyya to young people (Ikyā? 1, p. 98, 
34f.). Against the assertion of some who cite the authorities of the 
first generations in order to condemn the practice of kalam as itself 
heretical, he replies that in the early period of Islam, when heresies 
were neither many nor strong, there was scant need for kalàm, but in 
view of the wide diffusion of serious heresy it subsequently became, 
and remains, a necessity for the community so that its cultivation 
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by scholars who are specialists is an obligation of the community 
(Jardu kifāyah).!! God caused the rise of kalām for the good of the 
community (Mungidh, p. 92). Here, kalàm is portrayed as a formal, 
religious science or discipline in the public role by filling which it 
serves the religious community as such, not as the private, speculative 
activity carried out by individuals in quest of greater religious insight 
and understanding. It is in this public aspect that al-Ghazālī views 
kalam in contexts where he speaks of it explicitly by this designation 
that is, as the discipline commonly taught in the schools as the basic 
theological science. That some aspects of the way it is taught in the 
schools may not, in al-Ghazālī's opinion, well serve the valid and nec- 
essary function of kalam does not vitiate its legitimacy as one of the 
religious sciences needed by the community. 

To some classes of people kalām is normally harmful. Questions 
concerning the truth of the revelation and the meaning of the vari- 
ous articles of faith do not naturally arise for simple people; they are 
intellectually incapable of forming, understanding, and dealing with 
theoretical concepts and therefore should under no circumstances be 
exposed to theological problems of any kind (e.g., Iljām, pp. 114£.). 
For such people, kalam, the “demon of dialectic,” is an evil, since it 
can only result in confusion and doubt (I/yz 1, PP. 97f., Igtisad, pp. 
of., Oistās, pp. 47f. and Faysal, pp. 69f.). Where there are no genuine 
doubts or questions, kalam is forbidden (Faysal, p. 79, tff.). 

So also the theological disputation practiced in the schools is most 
likely to have a deleterious effect on people who are solidly com- 
mitted to some particular form of unbelief or heresy, since under the 
pressure of counterarguments they are more likely to become even 
more obstinate in their position than to alter it (e.g., Ihyā? 1, p. 41 
aff, and p. 97, 3f. and 18ff.; Igtisād, p. 10; and Faysal, P- 70, 2ff.). In 
Thye (1, PP. 4of. and 4, pp. 241f.) he cites his own Igtisād as a com- 
pendium (mukhtasar) in which there is an appropriate amount and 
level of disputation against heretics and of counterargument to their 
heresy (munāzaratu |-mubtaditi wa-mu*üradatu bidcatihī). 

There are other people, however, whose guestions have to be 
dealt with and resolved by formal theological reasoning. These are 
individuals who are endowed with superior mental and intellectual 
abilities (a/-dhakā>u wat-fitnah) and “to whom questions and doubts 
(shubah and shukik) occur, either from things that others say or by 
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nature,” that is, because they are naturally disposed to have inquiring 

minds (e.g., I#ya? 1, p. 16, 8ff., and p. 98, 26f. and Igtigād, p. 11). Their 

pursuit of theoretically grounded knowledge and understanding (al- 

babtb) must be carried as far as is required in order to resolve their 

questions (e.g., Igtisād, p. 11, and Faysal, p. 48, 3-6). The higher the 

individual's intellectual insight, the greater need he has for formal 

analysis and understanding and the further he will have, therefore, to 

pursue his course in speculative theology. This is important, for when 

al-Ghazālī speaks of individuals to whom doubts and questions occur 
“by nature" (bil-talr ) as well as because of things they have heard (bz- 

sama‘) (Ihyā? 1, p. 16, 12f.), there can be little doubt that he includes 
himself among them and it is thus that he speaks of the benefit he 
gained from kalàm at the outset (Mungidh, p. 77, 9, and p. 91), even 
though he would later go beyond it to a higher theology. When he 
says (Mustazhirī, p. 87, 1f.) that one cannot acquire the discipline of 
rigorous theological reasoning by himself but must have a teacher, al- 
Ghazālī explicitly recognizes the importance of the schools. He views 
the matter consistently within the social context. 

Following the tradition of the Ashrarites, al-Ghazālī insists on the 
rightness of taking a middle path between the rational reduction- 
ism of the falāsifa and the Mu‘tazila on the one extreme, and on the 
other of the simpletons (al-hashwiyyah) who think that one is for- 
mally obliged to hold rigidly to an uncritical acceptance of traditional 
authority and to adhere to a strictly literalist reading of all the theo- 
logical statements of the Koran and the Sunna (Igtisād, pp. 1-3 and 
2sof.).12 He states explicitly, in fact, that the Ash‘arite school adheres 
to this middle path with regard to the rational interpretation of prob- 
lematic descriptions of God (Ihya? 1, pp. 103f.; cp. Faysal, pp. 44f.), 
though he carefully avoids identifying his own doctrine with that of 
any school.'* 

Regarding the kalam of the schools, which he frequently identifies, 
and not altogether unreasonably, with the formal disputations that 
were a central element of the scholars’ academic activity, al-Ghazālī 
has, however, a number of very negative things to say. His polemic 
against the schoolmen is, in fact, often quite harsh. Most of this cen- 
ters upon the kind of disputation that was favored in the schools and 
the cultivation of which was considered by many to be the highest 
scientific religious activity (cf., e.g., Iya’ 1, p. 80, 3f. and Faysal, 
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p. 70, 2ff.). Only individuals of genuinely superior intelligence are 
capable of serious theological reasoning. The fact is, however, that 
the schoolmen are largely unable to distinguish between skill in dis- 
putation and true knowledge and insight. The kind of disputation 
(munazarah, mujadalah, jidāl) normally carried on in the schools al- 
Ghazālī condemns as rude, unseemly, and detrimental to individuals 
of lesser intelligence (e.g., Oistās, pp. sff.) and also as raising for less- 
intelligent individuals questions that they cannot deal with (ibid., 
pp. 79ff.). Though there is a good form of dialectical argumentation 
(e.g., Ihyā” 1, pp. 9sf., Jawāhir, p. 21, and Iljām, p. 95), disputation 
is generally bad (Ihya? 1, pp. 43ff.). Thus, he says, that disputation 
which goes beyond what is in the Koran and the Traditions is to be 
regarded as blameworthy (Ihya? 1, pp. 22, 29f., 96f., and Iljam, p. 95, 
7f.). Much of it is concerned with searching out inconsistencies in 
particular school doctrines (Ihya? 1, p. 20, 30ff., and Mungidh, p. 92, 
rif.) and has the effect of producing irrationally partisan attachment 
to the doctrines of one’s own school or master (I/yz 1, P. 97, 3, and 
Faysal, pp. uff.), with the result that even scholars who have some- 
what superior minds are corrupted by a commitment to the tradition 
of their schools and an uncritical attachment to the teaching of their 
masters (Ihya? 1, pp. 79—80, and Otstās, p. 80). Furthermore, dialec- 
tical argumentation, however well accomplished, has little efficacy in 
bringing an erring or heretical opponent to alter his views; quite the 
contrary, in fact (e.g., Ihy® 1, p. 41, 3f. and pp. 96f.). For his con- 


. demnation of dialectical disputation there are precedents in the sufi 


tradition. Marrūf al-Karkhi (d. 200/815), for example, is reported to 
have said, “When God wishes good to a man He opens to him the 
gate of action (al-amal); when God wishes ill to a man He opens to 
him the gate of dialectic (al-jadal).” !5 


Essential Natures, Logic, and the Lawfulness 
of Secondary Causes 


Because of what he regards as the intellectual short- 
comings of most of the professional theologians, al-Ghazālī is con- 
sistently at pains to set himself above the theology of the schools. 
Though some think that insight into the true natures of things (kashfu 
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hagāPigi l^umür) may be sought in the kalam of the schools, it con- 
tains nothing beyond the elementary teachings of the Koran, the 
Traditions, and the religious authorities ofthe first generations which 
it is meant to defend (I/yā? 1, p. 4of. and cp. p. 22, 28ff.). Again, 
although the schoolmen believe that “true intellectual insight into 
essential realities and knowledge of them as they really are” (kashfu 
I-hagāPigi wa-matrifatuha ‘ala mà hiya ‘alayhi) are to be achieved by 
means of the dialectic of the mutakallimün, it proves more often to 
be, in fact, misleading because of the way they employ it in purely 
partisan disputation. This is not to say that kalàm offers no genu- 
ine intellectual insight, knowledge, and clarity (kashfun wa-ta‘rifun 
wa-īdāh) at all, but it does so rarely and then only with regard to 
things that are immediately clear and virtually self-evident (I%y4? 1, 
P. 97, 8—14). In order to gain “true intellectual insight into the essen- 
tial natures of things and to know beings as they really are and to 
grasp the real truths that are presented in the Muslim creed” (kashfu 
I-hagā?igi wa-ma'rifatu l^ashya?i wa-darku l^asrári l-lati yatarjimuhā 
badbibi l-cagīdah), one has to stay clear of academic disputation (al- 
mujādalah) (Ihyā? 1, p. 99, 3ff.). Al-Ghazālīs reiterated insistence on 
*al-hagīgah, al-hagā”ig,” here and elsewhere, is both conspicuous and 
significant. In this we have a characteristic instance of al-Ghazālī's use 
of language, for while the expression is common in sufi usage to refer 
to the intimate presence of God which one seeks to perceive beyond 
the manifest surface of the material appearances of things and events 
(cf., e.g., Tawāsīn, SIL, 1, p. 194; Sulamī, pp. 430, 7f., 436, sf., and 
484, 5; Latū”if 6, p. 194, 10f., ad Q18,21), in al-Ghazālīs usage one 
inevitably hears with this the essences or essential natures of things 
as integral elements in the lawful and systematic operation of the 
universe. 

Even apart from the vices of the schools’ concentration on dispu- 
tation, however, al-Ghazālī considers the reasoning of kalām as such 
to be merely dialectical (*adillatun jadaliyyatun kalamiyyah) (Maqsad, 
P. 43, 6). It is based on impressions acquired in ordinary experi- 
ence and founded on things that are granted and assented to be- 
cause they are well known amongst the leading scholars (al~adillatu 
I-wakmiyyatu l-kalamiyyatu l-mabniyyatu ‘ala >umūrin musallamatin 
musaddagin bihā li-shtihārihā bayna >akābiri l*ulami?) (Iljām, p. 112, 
8f.).!6 Those demonstrations found in kalam that are really useful are, 
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he says, basically contained in the Koran and the Traditions (Ihy@ 1, 
P- 22, 28ff.); they are simple and immediately understood without re- 
course to formal analysis (żbid., p. 98, 31ff.). The arguments, in effect, 
rest upon premises that are granted either as given in the school tra- 
dition or by the consensus of the Muslim community or are simply 
accepted on the authority of the Koran and the Traditions (Mungidh, 
P: 92, 9-11). It is for this reason, according to al-Ghazālī, sc., because 
it employs mere endoxa (mashhürāt) as premises (e.g., Mihakk, pp. 
66f. and 71), that the reasoning of kalam is formally dialectical and 
that it cannot yield true intellectual insight or knowledge ofthe essen- 
tial natures of things as they really are in themselves. Such knowl- 
edge, he holds, is achieved not through dialectical reasoning and dis- 
putation but through logical demonstration all the formal conditions 
of whose validity have been fulfilled (Iljam, P. 12, 3ff.; translated on 
P. 8 above). Such demonstration is carried out on premises which 
are founded in one of five sources usül) whose truth is known con- 
clusively: *(1) sense perception, (2) experience, (3) universal report, 
(4) immediate intuition, or (5) as a conclusion drawn on the basis 
of principles (1)-(4) (im bil-hissi wa~imma bil-tajribati wa2immà 
bil-tawāturi l-kamili >aw-bi->awwali l^aqli >aw-bil-istintāji min hadhibi 
l-jumlah) (Qistas, p. 60). These five sources are mentioned in Mun- 

gidh (p. 123, citing Qistas) where, also following Otstās (p. 68), he says 

that the five are presented as such in the Koran. One notes that the 

list given here seems to follow Avicenna.!? Consistently with this, in 

the preface to Magsad al-Ghazālī vehemently rejects the conceptual 
and analytic tradition of kalam in favor of that of the falāsifa.!? 


The question has been raised as to how al-Ghazālī can claim ad- 
herence to the Aristotelian logic and how he can hold that the ex- 
perience of the consistent sequential relationships between entities 
and events can be said to constitute a valid basis for justified prem- 
ises in demonstrative syllogisms if he follows the Ash‘arite doctrine 
according to which efficient causality is not attributed to things in 
virtue of their natures as such. His constant insistence on the im- 
portance of knowing the true natures or essences of things (Hagā”ig 
al->ashyā? ) is conspicuous enough. But does he follow the tradition of 
the Ash'arite school regarding natures and causation? The matter is 
discussed in Mieyār in a passage (pp. 109f.) which may be taken as an 
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example of the rhetorical maneuvers al-Ghazālī sometimes performs 
when, for one reason or another, he feels obliged to address this issue 
explicitly2? To illustrate the kind of certain knowledge which may 
be gained by experience, al-Ghazālī, like Avicenna, often offers the 
example of medicine, that is, of the consistent effects of the specific 
properties (khamāss) of herbs, drugs, and the like.?! These are things 
that happen in most cases (‘ala l--akthar) but not always and under all 
circumstances (Mihakk, p. 61). In Mthakk (pp. soff.) and in Mustasfa 
(I, pp. 45f.) he lists a number of causal effects that are known by 
experience, among them a fire's causing combustion, its rising up- 
wards, eating's causing satiety, the inebriating effects of wine, the 
laxative effects of scammony, and the magnet's attraction of iron, 
things knowledge of which has to be founded in experience, since the 
judgment is general (gadryyatun ‘ammah) and what is given to sense 
as such is merely the particular instance of an event.? In this context 
he says (Mibakk, p. 80, 6—7—Mustasfa 1, p. 54, 14) that causes and 
effects (‘illah and mall, sabab and musabbab, and mijib and müjab) 
are concomitant one to the other (yatalazamàn) 25 When, however, 
the question is raised in Mfyār (p. 109, zf.) concerning the denial 
of efficient causality by the mutakallimün, he does not take up the 
example of the properties of drugs and herbs, but gives several other 
examples of manifestly causal sequences (decapitation and death, cat- 
ing and satiety, fire and burning) for discussion of which the reader 
is referred to Tahafut. Here, in Mtyār, he limits himself to noting 
that the relation between decapitation and death is an instance of 
an event in which the invariant relationship between the antecedent 
and the consequent is universally known through experience; and 
he goes on to say that the question of whether the connection be- 
tween the two events is something necessary and whose alteration, 
therefore, is impossible absolutely (darsriyyun wa-laysa fi limkani 
taghyīruhū), or whether the connection between the two is simply 
“the normal course of God's custom (jarayānu sunnati llah) through 
the efficacy of His eternal will, which is not subject to substitution 
and alteration” (Jā tahtamilu |-tabdila wal-taghyir), does not concern 
the consistency of the connection between the two events, but rather 
the way in which they are connected. The invariance of the relation- 
ship in the example and the causal relationship when, in other cases, 
the effect usually, but not always, follows the antecedent event are not 
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in question here. For al-Ghazālī, possibility as “to be in possibility” 
(ftl-imkan) is absolute possibility and so has to do with the possibles 
as essential natures and with what is necessary, possible, and impos- 
sible with regard to their instances. The statement concerning God's 
“custom” alludes to Q35,43: lan tajida li-sunnati llahi tabdilan fa-lan 
tajida li-sunnati labi tabwila. God's invariant “custom” involves what, 
absolutely speaking, could be otherwise: what hypothetically God 
could have willed to be otherwise but which, being in fact so willed, is 
necessarily invariant or, depending on other factors, happens for the 
most part as is lawfully determined by the particular circumstances. 
In either case, the invariance of the connection between decapitation 
and death is inevitable, and the empirically founded judgment that 
this is always (and necessarily) the case, is fully justified. Here, in 
Mfyār, al-Ghazālī does not give any clear explanation of what exactly 
is meant by “the normal course of God’s custom,” and he gives no 
indication of what it means to say that it is not subject to substitu- 
tion or alteration (al-tabdilu wal-taghyir); nor, finally, does he say on 
which of the two alternatives the observed invariance of the connec- 
tion is based. Rhetorically, he addresses the reader in the traditional 
Ashrarite language about the consistency of events in accord with 
God’s custom while saying that, given the fact of the invariability 
of the relationship, there is no need to pursue the matter further in 
this context. The relation of the head to the living body, however, 

is something that has a special interest for al-Ghazālī. There is noth- 

ing in the sublunary world, he says (Jawahir, p. 28), that does not 
have its analogue in the celestial world. It is thus according to al- 

Ghazālī that the soul governs the body as God governs the universe 

(cf. Mihakk, p. 136, s, translated on P: 60 below; and cp. Mishkah, 

P: 44, 10ff.). So in Iljām (p. 68f.) he offers the relationship between 

the brain and the rest of the body as an analogue to the relation of 
the outermost sphere to the rest of the created universe,” and there 

states his position clearly and unambiguously: the soul governs the 

body through the brain and although it is possible absolutely that 
man have been created such that it govern the body in some other 
way, what God wills He wills eternally and necessarily. It is de facto 
impossible that God have willed that the soul be related to the body 
in any other way, wherefore man is, in effect, so constituted that it 
is impossible that the soul govern the body other than through the 
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instrumentality of the brain. Here (Iljām, p. 69, 6), al-Ghazālī cites 
Fattr (v. 43) verbatim in confirmation of his thesis: “you shall never 
find any substitution in the custom of God.” Returning to Miyār, 
then, not only is it al-Ghazālī's position that decapitation necessarily 
results in the separation of the soul from the body, but also that it is 
not possible that God have willed that this not be the case, wherefore 
it is not possible either that He intervene in the natural order so as to 
interrupt this sequence of events. That al-Ghazālī should choose to 
focus on the example of decapitation is interesting, since, of the three 
examples of causal connections that are mentioned here in Miyar, 
it is the only one in which, according to both al-Ghazālī and the 
falasifa, the effect must inevitably follow the causc. In the language 
of “conditions” which al-Ghazālī sometimes employs in speaking of 
causes and causation, one would say that with the separation of the 
head from the body one of the necessary conditions for the soul's 
continued governance of the body is no longer present. Note that 
where traditional Ash‘arite language will speak of the miracle as a 
break or an interruption of God's habit or custom (khargu |-<adah: 
e.g., Tamhīd, p. 157, u, and Shamil [81], pp. 96f.; inkhirāgu l--ādah: 
e.g., al-Isfaraini, Fr. 103, and Irshad, p. 314, 11; naqdu l-cādah: e.g., 
Mujarrad, p. 134, 8, and Shamil [69], p. 134, 8), al-Ghazālī does not. 
He says, rather, that the custom is invariant, without alteration or 
change, since, following Avicenna, he conceives the miracle as the re- 
sult of an unusual, a unique or anomalous conjunction of secondary 
causes. Cause and effect are related as concomittants and this is re- 
ferred to in terms of the consistency of customs (ittirad al-‘adat) 27 
In Miyär (p. 109, 6) the phrase “is not subject to substitution or 
alteration” explicitly qualifies “God’s eternal will,” but through the 
manifest allusion to Q35,43 the qualification is plainly extended to the 
“custom” which necessarily ensues from God's “eternal and necessary 
will” (IIjam, p. 69, 7). Though al-Ghazali nowhere says outright that 
God cannot intervene in the operation of secondary causes, this is 
plainly implied by his asserting, for example, that there is “in pos- 
sibility” no better and more perfect universe (Ihya? 4, p. 252, 29ff.), 
and that if its order (tartib) were altered, then the whole system 
would be vitiated (Maqsad, p. 81, 17f.), wherefore if any given evil 
that occurs were to be removed, “then the good that it entails would 
be done away with . . . and far worse evil would occur" (ibid., p. 68, 
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7ff., on which see Creation and the Cosmic System, pp. 6of.). What are 
commonly spoken of as “causes” (asbab) al-Ghazālī occasionally de- 
scribes as the “conditions” of the effect (e.g. Iya? 4, pp. 86f. and 
249) and he states that God cannot create anything the conditions of 
whose existence are not fulfilled (ibid. and Magsad, p. 125). It is for 
this reason that there can be “no substitution in God's custom,” no 
interruption, that is, in the lawful operation of secondary causes. 


The formal lexicon of al-Ghazal?’s writing is very fluid, as for any 
given term or concept he commonly employs a number of expres- 
sions, often in order to avoid associating a given assertion, thesis, 
or argument with the particular school or tradition with which par- 
ticular expressions may be closely identified. So for logic and for 
formal, systematic or speculative reasoning, there are a number of 
terms which he commonly prefers to use in lieu of ‘mantiq; particu- 
larly in more formally religious contexts, in order to avoid associ- 
ating his own teaching explicitly with that of pagan antiquity and 
of the falāsifa. In some places he uses expressions commonly found 
in traditional kalām, such as “the method of drawing inferences”: 
“tariq al-istidlāl” (Ihya@ 3, P- 17, 28) and ‘tariq al-iktisāt” (ibid., line 
29). Elsewhere, he employs “the (right) balance”: “al-gistas (al- 
mustagīm)” (e.g., Mityar, P- 24, 6; Mungidh, p. 123, 10; and Otstās 
and Faysal, passim), and “al-mizan” (2bid.),? or simply “the ways/ 
means of systematic reflection”: “turuq al-i:tibār” (Ihya? 3, p. 13, 23, 
and 4, p. 478, 1), “minhaj al-itibar” (Faysal, p- 488, 3—4) and “mana- 
hyu l-babthi wal-nazar” (Igtisād, P: 2, 1). Whatever the expression 
employed, when al-Ghazālī speaks of formal, speculative reasoning 
(al-nazar, al-ictibār, etc.), he means what Avicenna and the falāsifa 
call *demonstrative reasoning”; he assumes the Aristotelian logic 
together with Avicenna's epistemology and the primary elements of 
the ontology which are associated with it.30 Though his language may 
vary according to context, al-Ghazālī's intention remains constant. 
Kalam, that is, the common theology as taught in the schools, is 
essentially dialectical in its reasoning, and its arguments are founded 
on those of the Koran, which are directed towards simple people, 
while the “balance” of truly demonstrative reasoning, which gives 
“genuine insight into the true realities of things,” is for the intellec- 
tual elite (Qistas, pp. 79f.) 3! who are capable of a higher theology 
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which he refers to consistently as “¿Im al-mukashafah,” i.e., that in 
which true insight into the essential natures of things and the uni- 
verse and into God's being as creator of every contingent entity and 
event, i.e., true tawhid, is attained. 


Kalām in the Classification of the Religious 
Sciences in Ihya' "ulūm al-dīn 


In Iļyā», al-Ghazālī presents two distinctly different clas- 
sifications of the sciences, the first in Book I (K. al-dlm) and the 
- second in Book XXI (K. ‘Aja?1b al-galb). In neither, however, does 
his account of the place and role of kalam among the religious sci- 
ences correspond to what we find in al-Mustasfa. In K. al-TIlm, under 
the heading of sciences which are necessary for the community ( fard 
kifayal?) but not for each individual (pp. 17ff.), he distinguishes non- 
religious sciences from the religious sciences and, within the latter 
class, those whose aim is the good of this life from those whose aim 
is the good of the next life. Figh he places in the former category, 
and in the latter he mentions “the science of the states of the soul 
and its moral characteristics, good and bad” (mu *abwali l-galbi 
wa-akhlāgihā l-mahmidati wal-madlmumah), which, he notes (p. 17, 
27ff.), forms the topic of the second half of Ijyà^. ? Though dealing 
in part with moral actions, the science of the soul does not fall under 
the direction of the faqih (p. 19, 3ff.). Subsequently, in offering a 
more detailed account of the sciences whose aim is the good of the 
next life, he names two (p. 20, 18f), sc., ‘dm al-mukashafah and “ilmu 
l-mu‘amalah. The latter he identifies with the science of the states of 
the soul (p. 21, 19ff.); it is the higher ethical science through which the 
soul seeks its ultimate perfection.5? The former is the higher theology 
which embraces the knowledge of the celestial realm, its governance 
of the material, sublunary world and its role in accomplishing the 
perfection of the human soul; he says (p. 20, 19) that it is “the sci- 
ence of what is hidden and this is the ultimate of the sciences” (“I 
l-batin, wa-huwa ghayatu |-ulim), and goes on (pp. 2of.) to say that 
it is 
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an expression which refers to a light that appears in the soul when it is 
cleansed and purified of its bad characteristics (sifatuha L-madhmiumah) 
and from this light many things are revealed (yankashif) . . . to the point 
that one achieves the true knowledge (ma‘rifah) of God's being and of 
His enduring and perfect attributes and His judgement in creating this 
world and the next world and the way that He ordered the next world 
to this world and the knowledge (ma‘rifa) of the word ‘angels’. . . and 
how the angel becomes manifest to prophets and how revelation reaches 
them and the knowledge (ma‘rifah) of the kingdom of the heavens and 
the earth and how the hosts of angels and devils meet there in conflict . . . 
and what it means to encounter God (the Mighty, the Glorious) and to 
look at His gracious face and what it means to be near Him and to stop in 
his proximity and what it means to attain blessedness (husiilu L-sa‘ adah) 
through the companionship of the High Council and the company of 
the angels and the prophets (bi-murafagati l-mala?i |-a‘la wa-mugāranti 
l-mal@ikati wal anbiy@ ) ... .34 


To have this science is to have the authentic knowledge of God's 
uniqueness as creator, the highest tawhid, which is the foundation of 
authentic trust in God (tawakkul) (Ihy@ 4, pp. 241f.). 

In his classification of the sciences in K. al-Ilm it is only after he 
has described this higher metaphysics with its integrated psychology 
and cosmology that al-Ghazālī raises the question of kalam, and then 
rhetorically as if in a kind of appendix to the primary topic. Why, he 
asks, have kalàm and falsafa been omitted from this classification of 
the sciences and distinction of those that are good from those that 
are bad (fain quita lima . . . ?) (p. 22, 18£)? In response, he says 
(PP. 22f.) that though it is one of the things which are necessary to 
the community, kalàm has only restricted value and legitimacy, some- 
thing which he will discuss later. Falsafa is set aside (P. 23, aff.) as 
a mix of disparate sciences, the most important of which, sc., logic 
and metaphysics, are also elements of kalam 35 The true metaphysi- 
cal science, “Dn al-mukashafah, cannot be attained through kalām 
(p. 21, 19f.). And al-Ghazālī goes on then to say ( P- 23, 29ff.) that even 
though the religious scholars, the mutakallimün and the fugahā”, may 
be famous for their learning and are considered by some to be the 
most excellent of mankind (^afZalu I-khalg), the Companions, who 
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pursued not law and kalam, but “the science of the next life and of 
the way to get there” (“imu l->ākhirati wa-sulūki tarīgihā), are uni- 
versally recognized as being superior. What he does, in effect, is to 
claim the authority of the Companions for the superiority of his 
own higher ethics and metaphysics and concomitantly, by implica- 
tion, their greater authority and their intrinsic priority with respect 
to the principal sciences of the religious scholars. It is important to 
note that within this scheme figh falls outside (and below) the «m 
al-mu‘amalah, even though it is essential to the life of the individual 
and the community and is also propaedeutic to the soul’s achieve- 
ment of higher perfection. Similarly, kalam falls outside and below 
the “Dn al-mukashafah, but though it may be one of the disciplines 
that are necessary to the community (min jumlati I-sinācāti |-wajibati 
‘ala l-kifāyah) (p. 23, 16f.), its utility is restricted and its intrinsic value 
somewhat questionable. 

In Ajā>ib al-galb, then, al-Ghazālī presents another classification 
of the sciences, this time on the basis of their relation to the states 
of the soul. Here (Ihya? 3, pp. 1sff.), he classes the sciences gener- 
ally as rational (aJ-*ulizm al-agliyyah), i.e., those which cannot be ac- 
quired on the sole basis of authority or transmitted report (bil-taglid 
wal-sama*) (pp. 15, 31, and 16, i7ff.), and the specifically religious 
sciences, i.e., those which have their source and foundation in the 
revelation (al-‘ultim al-shar‘iyyah, al-ulim al-diniyyah). In this con- 
text al-Ghazali classes the science of the states of the soul and “the 
science of God and of his attributes and actions” as rational sciences 
(mun tagli), and as sciences which are, moreover, concerned with 
the next world (<imun >ukhrawī) (P. 17, 10). The latter is clearly to be 
identified with higher metaphysics (<ilm al-mukashafah). 

In ‘Aya@ib al-galb logic and formal reasoning are discussed in a 
fundamentally theological context that is larded with Koran verses 
and Traditions and are placed within a significantly broader horizon 
than in Mieyār, Mihakk, Osstas, and Faysal. Here, having taken some 
time to explain how, according to one acception, ‘heart’ (al-galb), 
“spirit” (al-rith), ‘soul (al-nafs), and "intellect/mind" (al-*agl) are em- 
ployed synonymously (p. 5, roff.; cp. ibid. 1, p. 88, 28ff., and Mishkah, 
P- 43, 15f.), he goes on to take up how the “heart”, sc., the soul, is the 
locus of cognition (maball al-ilm), and states that every intelligible 
(kullu ma‘lim) has an essence (bagīgak) and that this essence has a 
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form (stērab) which is impressed in the soul (p. 12, 15£.; cp. Magsad, 
P. 18, rof., Faysal, pp. 36f., Mishkah, P. 77, 6ff.; Mungidh, p. 151, 6f., 
and Iljām, p. no, 9f.). He goes on to give an account of the nature 
of intellectual cognition in terms of the presence of an image in a 
mirror which by its nature is ready to have manifested in it “the essen- 
tial truth in all things” (4agigatu l-haqqi fi l>umūri kullihā) (p. 12, 
3of.). The conception of the nature and operation of the mind is fun- 
damentally that of the falāsifa, though al-Ghazālī here assiduously 
avoids the use of their language.” He goes on then to list and to 
explain (pp. rf.) five impediments to the acquisition of knowledge: 
(1) inadequacy of mind, e.g., immaturity, (2) impurity of heart due 
to immoderate appetites, (3) failure to seck knowledge, (4) attach- 
ment to false opinions, and (s) ignorance of how to o about secking 
knowledge. Concerning (5) he says that one who seeks to know can- 
not achieve knowledge of what is unknown “save by reflection on 
the things he does know which are directly related (tunāsib) to that 
which he seeks to know,” so that when he follows the ways of sys- 
tematic reflection (turug al-itibàr), sc., the rules of logical inference, 
"the essential reality of that which he seeks to know is revealed to his 
mind" (injala hagigatu I-matlūbi li-galbikī) (p. 13, 21ff.).38 Because of 
their attachment to'the teaching of their masters and the dialectical 
foundations of their discipline, the mutakallimün of the schools tend, 
then, at the very least, to be afflicted by two of these impediments to 
the acquisition of higher knowledge. 

Al-Ghazali then describes the importance and nature of “the Ways 
of systematic reflection,” pleading his case for the essential role of 
formal logic in an extended image: 


The things one seeks to know are not given innately ( fitriyyab) and can- 
not be caught save in the net of truths that are already achieved (al-‘uliimu 
L-hasilah). Indeed, no truth (<m) is achieved (yahsulu) save through two 
prior truths that are combined and coupled in a particular way and from 
whose coupling (izdiwaj) a third truth is achieved, just as birth comes 
about through the coupling of a stallion and a mare3° No one who wants 
to bring about the birth of a thoroughbred can do this with a donkey ora 
wild ass or a man, but only from the male and female of a particular breed 
of horse and when there occurs a particular coupling between them. Thus 
every true cognition (kullu ‘ilm) has two particular foundations (?aslan) 
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and there is a way of coupling them, from which coupling of them the 
acquired knowledge which was sought comes about (yahsulu . . . al-cilmu 
I-mustafadu l-matlūb). It is ignorance of these foundations and the man- 
ner of their coupling that precludes the knowledge. (p. 13, 22~29; note 
the use of *ai-mustafād” here) 


The failure to understand how to draw fully justified inferences, 
thus, is 


one of the causes (^asbab) which prevents minds from knowing the essen- 
tial realities of things, for of its nature (bil-fitrah) every mind is capable of 
knowing the essential realities (ma*rifatu I-ņagā?ig), because it is some- 
thing divine and noble which is distinct from all other created beings 
by this particular characteristic (fāraga sā?ira jawabiri 1 alami bi-hadbibi 
I-khāsstyyah). (p. 14, 1-4) 


The expression here reflects again the usage of Avicenna. 

Al-Ghazālī distinguishes two ways of acguiring knowledge, that 
of the sufis and that of “those who employ speculative reasoning” 
(al-nuzzar). Referring to the former, he speaks (Ihyā? 3, PP. 17ff.) of 
attaining knowledge by inspiration (i/hām), that is, “by direct appre- 
hension of the angel which bestows knowledge on the mind” (musha- 
hadatu l-malaki l-mulgi fi l-qalb) (Ihy@ 3, p. 17, 31). This is achieved 
by purification through ascetic exercises and belongs to the saints, 
while the acquisition of knowledge by means of rational inference is 
special to the scholars (al-‘ulama?) (ibid., pp. 17f.). It remains, in 
either case, that 


the fact is that the mind is ready to have the essential reality of the Truth 
in all beings revealed to it (an yanjaliya fihi hagiqatu I-haggi fi I? ashyat 
kullibà) and something interferes only on account of the five causes we 
mentioned; they are, so to speak, a veil which comes between the mirror 
of the mind and the Well Guarded Tablet on which is engraved every- 
thing which God has enacted until the day of the resurrection. (3, p. 18, 
1—5; cp. ibid., p. 12, 30f.).4! 


The “Well Guarded Tablet” here designates the angel (separated 
intelligence) that is associated with the outermost celestial sphere. 
"The essential realities of all things are spread upon the Well Guarded 
Tablet” (I?yā” 3, p. 19, 28), which is also referred to as “the hearts 
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of the angels that stand nearest” (gulūbu I-malā”ikati I-mugarrabīn) 
(ibid.)." God is the Truth (al-hagq) and when al-Ghazālī talks of the 
intellect's receiving “the essence of the Truth in all things" (3, p. 12, 
31, and p. 18, 2), he means that in addition to the knowledge of the 
essential natures of things, this higher knowledge includes (or comes 
to include) insight into the presence of God as the primary cause of 
the events that take place in the world (cf., e.g. Ikyā” 4, pp. 249f.) 
and so into the cosmic system as the manifestation of His originating 
“Determination” (al-kbalg = al-tagdir) and His “Accomplishment” 
(al-qadã ).* When he speaks, then, of God's giving “the light of 
the mind" to certain individuals (Iqtisad, p. 10, 12f., cited on p. ro 
above), what he means is that it is given immediately by a secondary 
cause, namely, the agent intellect, upon the fulfillment of the condi- 
tions of its reception by the individual soul (sc., isti‘dad al-galb). If 
the conditions of its reception are not fulfilled, its reception is im- 
possible; even God cannot intervene so as to give it, since he has the 
power to create only that the conditions of whose coming to be are 
fulfilled (e.g., Ihy@ 4, pp. 249f. and Magsad, p. 125, of.). The prox- 
imate conditions of the reception of this higher knowledge cannot 
be achieved through the science kalam. 


3. Two “Ash'arite” Tracts: 
al-Iqtisad fī I-I'tigād and 


al-Oudsiyyah 


Al-Igtisād 


If the primary purpose of kalām is, as al-Ghazālī sug- 
gests, to defend the basic doctrines of Sunnī Islam, then one should 
regard Tahafut al-falasifab, al-Mustazhirī, and Faysal al-Tafrigah as, in 
one sense at least, kalam works. The first two, in fact, are cited in Jawa- 
bir (p. 21) as being such. And so too, if logic is an element of kalam, 
then Mi‘yar al-ilm and Mihakk al-nazar might also be considered 
kalām works, particularly as al-Ghazālī says that the logic of the falā- 
sifa differs from that of the mutakallimün only in its terminology (al- 
«ibārāt wal-istilahat) and in the greater detail in which it is explained 
(Maqasid 1, p. 3, and Mungidh, p. 104; cp. Ihy@ 1, p. 23). The precise 
significance of these remarks of al-Ghazālī concerning logic are not 
altogether clear, however, since one cannot be sure that they are to 
be taken simply at face value. Again, Magsad, since it is a theological 
work involving one of the topics commonly dealt with by the muta- 
kallimūn, might perhaps be viewed as a kalām work. While mani- 
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festly consistent with Ihyā” and Mishkah, for example, these works do 
not, however, seem to be consistent with traditional Ash‘arite kalam 
either in language and conception or in theoretical assumptions and 
constructs that underlie and govern much, not to say most, of what 
they assert. They are, moreover, conspicuously different in these re- 
spects from Iqtisad and Qudsiyyab, which are expressly put forward 
as summary manuals of kalam theology, whose general pattern they 
follow. Where these latter works fit formally within the corpus of al- 
Ghazalr's work is therefore not immediately clear. Questions, indeed, 
have been raised concerning their consistency with the plainly Aris- 
totelian cast of Mi*yar and other works. Impressions tend to confirm 
expectations, and so Igtisád has commonly been read as an orthodox 
Ash‘arite manual—and as one, moreover, in which al-Ghazālī sets 
forth his own basic teaching, including the exposition of an essen- 
tially occasionalistic account of the occurrence of all events that take 
place within the sublunary world.! That in Igtisad he should deny, 
for example, the efficient causation of secondary causes which he as- 
serted earlier in Miyār and Miķakk and subseguently (even if not 
everywhere forthrightly and unambiguously) in Ipy2, Maqsad, Javā- 
bir, Mishkah, Arba‘in, Otstās, Mustasfā, and Iljām would prima facie 
seem unlikely, however, unless one is willing to take it that al-Ghazālī 
is egregiously inconsistent either in what he believed or in what he 
chose to say. We have, therefore, to look briefly at several aspects of 
Igtisād and also of Qudsiyya which may help to clarify their relation- 
ship to the common Ash‘arite tradition and their place in the work 
of al-Ghazālī. 

No one who is well acquainted with the traditional Ash‘arite 
manuals can fail to find Igzisad a very peculiar and, in places, per- 
plexing book. Al-Juwaynīs R. al-N; izāmiyyah, to be sure, departs 
significantly from certain elements of the common school tradition 
and from the traditional language as well, but it is quite straight- 
forward in what it asserts and in its language and in its reasoning. 
Like al-Juwayni's Shamil, the long summae composed by his students 
(al-Ghazalr's fellow students), abū 1-Oāsim al-Ansàri and al-Kiyā> al- 
Harāsī, on the other hand, adhere closely to the classical tradition. 
In Iqtisad, however, even though the traditional theses are formally 
stated and ostensibly upheld and defended against the Mu‘tazila and 
others, the arguments and explanations al-Ghazali presents for them 
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arc, in several important instances at least, significantly different from 
those almost universally found in the common manuals. In a few cases 
the reasoning put forth to defend the thesis explicitly rejects tradi- 
tional Ash'arite doctrine. In others the reasoning offered in support 
of the thesis, though not so clearly contrary to traditional doctrine, 
is by no means straightforward in presenting al-Ghazali’s intention 
and seems to be governed often by unstated presuppositions and 
to intend constructs and theses that, with few exceptions, are never 
plainly indicated. The frequent, though irregular, use of Avicenna's 
vocabulary is itself curious enough to give one pause. Were it not 
that al-Ghazālī presents his doctrine with a somewhat greater de- 
gree of clarity in earlier and in later works, the problem of what he 
means to say and what he does not mean to say (or means not to say) 
and of what he avoids saying might be nigh insoluble. The charac- 
ter and purpose of Igtisād, in any case, remain problematic. Some of 
at-Ghazālī's reservations concerning the theology of the schools are 
indicated already in the second preface to the work (pp. off.). 

At the beginning of the fourth preface to Igtisād (p. 15) al-Ghazali 
states that in Miķakk al-nazar and Méyar al-cilm he had set out the 
rules and principles of formal reasoning in some detail, but that here 
he will restrict the forms of argumentation employed and avoid the 
discussion of more abstruse matters for the sake of brevity. At the 
very end of the book (p. 257) he reiterates the point, saying that he has 
restricted his arguments (°adillab) to those that are obvious enough 
that they can be understood by the majority of people (*aktharu 
l~afham), meaning, no doubt, what he takes to be the mind of the 
average religious scholar. Not only docs this indicate that there is a 
more detailed and intellectually more profound level at which the 
questions he will treat may be studied and understood, but the ref- 
erence to two works on Aristotelian logic indicates to the reader in 
what direction this more advanced understanding is to be pursued. 
Again, when al-Ghazali presents and describes the grounds of the 
premises that are to be employed in the arguments he will set forth, 
he lists (1) the data of the senses (al-hisstyyat), (2) immediate intuition 
(al-agl al-mahd), (3) universal report (al-tawatur), and (4) conclu- 
sions drawn on the basis of (1)—(3). The most conspicuous difference 
between this list and those given earlier in Mieyār (pp. 108ff.) and 
Mthakk (p. 57ff.) and subsequently in Qéstas (p. 60) and Mustasfā 
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(1, PP. 44ff.) is that “experience” is absent. The significance of this 
omission, however, is not immediately clear. It is very likely that he 
wishes to give a fundamentally traditional list and so understands 
this to be included somehow under sense data, though it may be 
also—and perhaps more likely—that he wishes to avoid the superflu- 
ous introduction of the issue of the causal connection of events that 
are perceived to occur with universal consistency. The present list 
differs also from the others by the addition of two further sources, 
(s) the data of revelation (al-sam‘iyyat) and (6) propositions believed 
or conceded by one’s opponent. Here (5) would seem quite plainly to 
indicate that what he has to say here is written for the average reli- 
gious scholar and so on that elementary or lower intellectual level that 
he says elsewhere is characteristic of the theology of the schools; and 
this is confirmed by (6) with its unequivocal allusion to disputational 
dialectic. It is thus that in [sya (1, pp. 97f.) he describes Qudsiyya as a 
manual which is quite adequate for young people whose faith might 
be undermined by the disputation of heretics and speaks of Igtisād 
as a manual which, though somewhat more detailed, similarly does 
not go beyond the basic tenets of Muslim belief (gawa?id al-ag@id) 
and says (p. 41, 2f.) that in it he has held disputation against the here- 
tics within moderate limits. A statement made in Arbacīn sheds some 
further light on the problem. There (p. 24) he says that Igtisād “con- 
tains the core of the science of the mutakallimün but goes further in 
precise argumentation (al-tabgiq) and comes closer to knocking on 
the gates of true cognitive insight (al-ma‘rifah) than does the super- 
ficial discourse (al-kalam al-rasmi) which one finds in the books of 
the mutakallimün." In other words, though Igtisád goes somewhat 
beyond the limits ofthe traditional manuals in its reasoning and argu- 
mentation, it is by no means a work of higher speculative theology— 
of ilm al-mukashafah—and one should not expect that al-Ghazali will 
present here his whole theological doctrine—the metaphysical and 
psychological theories that underlie and order some of what he will 
say or suggest—or that he will make clear his fuller understanding 
even of the basic theses he docs treat. 
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Moral Obligation, Against the Mu'tazila 


In the First Introduction, al-Ghazālī says, following tra- 
ditional Ash'arite teaching, that formal inquiry into the question of 
whether God exists or not is first provoked by the claims of the 
prophets (pp. 6f.), but then, instead of going on to take up the ques- 
tion of the obligation to undertake such speculative inquiry (wujub 
al-nazar) here in its usual place, he postpones it (p. 8) for later 
treatment. Even here, however, the interlocutor's question indicates 
the direction of his thinking, as he says (p. 8), *I do not object to 
the notion that this being aroused to inquire is from my self (a/- 
inbtāthu lil-talabi min nafsi), but I don't know whether it is the prod- 
uct of natural disposition and nature (thamaratu l-jibillati wal-tab‘) 
or is something required by the intellect (muqtada |-‘aql) or is de- 
manded by the revealed law.” Here, we have a characteristic example 
of the ambivalence which al-Ghazālī manifests toward the traditional 
school theology throughout Igtisād. The last two alternatives mean 
to present the Muttazilite* and the Ash‘arite positions respectively. 
According to the former, every adult of sound mind knows intuitively 
that some actions are blameworthy as such and in themselves and that 
anyone who voluntarily performs them deserves blame, while others 
are morally obligatory and that one who performs them deserves 
praise. Furthermore, we know, also by immediate intuition, that it 
is ethically necessary that one do that which is best for his ultimate 
good. Recognizing, then, that it is possible that the world may be 
created by a higher being who punishes men and rewards them in ac- 
cord with the good and bad they have done, one is obliged on purely 
rational grounds to seek to determine whether or not in fact such a 
being exists. That such rational inquiry is a universal obligation is an 
inference based on premises that are purely rational and fully justi- 
fied; and the obligation, therefore, is in principle antecedent to and 
altogether independent of any prophetic revelation. By contrast, the 
traditional Ash*arite thesis is that there is no moral obligation of any 
kind prior to and apart from the giving of the revealed law; what 
is good or is bad to do is determined solely by the command and 
prohibition of the law and is unrelated either to anything intrinsic to 
the act or its effects or to any benefit or harm that may ensue upon 
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obedience or disobedience. The obligation to seek to know whether 
or not God exists derives from the law’s command that men know 
God and worship Him; the obligation cannot be known as some- 
thing obligatory prior to the recognition of the divine authority of 
the law. Al-Ghazálr's first alternative, however, sc., that the obligation 
may be ‘the product of natural disposition and nature’, is peculiar in 
that it does not fit within the traditional problematic of the manuals 
and, if one supposes that al-Ghazālī adheres to traditional Ash‘arite 
doctrine, may be surprising, especially when taken together with the 
preceding phrase. Read, however, within the broader context of al- 
Ghazals theology as set out in Ify@ and elsewhere, both the expres- 
sion and the implied conception are not surprising in the least, as one 
sees immediately how he will validate all three alternatives, bringing 
them together as elements of his own, higher understanding of the 
matter. Within this context, one hears ‘nafs? not as a somewhat am- 
bivalent ‘my self? but formally as ‘my soul’ in the sense in which ‘soul 
is employed by the falāsifa, by al-Kindī or Avicenna. And, such a 
reading is hardly implausible given the frequent occurrence in Iqtisad 
of terms drawn from the lexicon of Avicenna and the falāsifa. 

Later, then (pp. 189ff.), al-Ghazālī takes up the traditional ques- 
tion of the obligation to seek to know that God exists and that men 
are rewarded or punished according to their actions and whether this 
obligation obtains prior to the coming of prophetic revelation. His 
reasoning here is founded in an earlier analysis (pp. 161ff.) of ‘nec- 
essary’, “good”, and ‘bad’ as ethical terms. He defines the ethically 
necessary as that which must be done rather than omitted in order 
to avoid some harm, real or imagined, to one’s self, so that what is 
most properly called ‘necessary’ is “that in whose omission there is 
some manifest harm” (ma fi tarkiki dararun zāhir) (p. 162, 2; cf. also 
p. 192). When he comes to apply this to the question of the ethical 
necessity of the speculative inquiry into God's existence, al-Ghazalr's 
application of the definition to the problem is interesting. He begins 
with the traditional thesis, *Had the revelation not come, men would 
not have to know God and to thank Him for his benefits (la-mā kana 
yajibu ‘ala l-ibad . . . )" (p. 189, 6). His argument (pp. ro2ff.), then, is 
that the Prophet announces dire threats against those who do not ac- 
cept his message as being from God and as requiring obedience, and 
that under the circumstances the prudent man has to look seriously 
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into the possibility that the prophet's claim may be true, since to 
neglect doing so might entail untold harm. Of the alternative possi- 
bilities, performance and omission, the performance of the act is nec- 
essary (tarajjaha faslubu ‘ala tarkihī) (p. 192, 7; cp. Mustasfā 1, p. 62, 
off.). Theological speculation therefore becomes morally necessary 
(wājib) only when the revelation is delivered, and God, who sends 
the Prophet and determines the message, is the one who makes it 
necessary (al-mujib). In conclusion, then, al-Ghazālī says (p. 195, sff.): 


The correct formulation is to say that [moral] necessity is the necessity of 
a given alternative (al-wujtibu huwa |-rujhan) and the one who makes it 
necessary is God; the one who makes it known is the Apostle and what 
makes the nature of the threat and the veracity of the Apostle known is 
the intellect and what impels one to embark on the path of deliverance is 
nature (al-tab*). It is thus that one has to understand the truth regarding 
this question and to pay no attention to the usual statements (al-kalam 
al-mu‘tad) which can neither cure thirst nor eliminate ambiguity. 


Again here al-Ghazali speaks of nature? and, within the context as 
it is formulated, apparently conceives it as an operative element in a 
series of secondary causes, not, to be sure, a series that must occur 
invariantly in all subjects whenever the first element is given, but a 
sequence of secondary efficient causes, nevertheless, which are effec- 
tive generally and in most cases («alā lakthar). One may, thus, hear 
“gl-kalam al-mu‘tad” as meaning the traditional school theology, and 
that it is so to be read is made clear enough by the remarks made 
earlier in the same section (pp. 169f.) on the intellectual incompe- 
tence of the average theologian. More significantly for our present 
context, ethical obligation, the moral “necessity” of one act with re- 
spect to another or of its omission, is conceived and expressed after 
the pattern of efficient causes in the coming to be of contingent 
possibles. Moreover, he employs here, as throughout the book, an 
expression which is characteristic of Avicenna's metaphysics: the effi- 
cient cause is the murajjih, i.e., it is that which necessarily determines 
an outcome with respect to alternative possibilities. 

In all of this, al-Ghazali has very successfully upheld the tradi- 
tional thesis set forth at the beginning of the section, sc., that the 
obligation to basic theological inquiry comes about only because of 
the revelation, and that it is God who causes it to be an obliga- 
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tion. The question of whether this inquiry is obligatory, even if only 
on the most elementary level, for every Muslim or only for some 
within the community (discussed on pp. off.) is not raised in the 
present context but is implicitly taken care of: those individuals who, 
because of taglīd to the religious tradition of the social group, have 
no doubts or questions concerning the religious belief that is pro- 
posed to them within the community have no obligation to seek any 
level of theoretical justification, confirmation, or understanding of 
their belief. (Note that, though the two are closely associated, this is 
a quite different question from that of the status of kalām as a science 
which is necessary for the community—wajibu kifayab—but not for 
every individual.) The analysis, moreover, is fully consistent with al- 
Ghazālfs conception of taglid and with the statements made in Iy? 
and elsewhere concerning those for whom kalām is beneficial. Read 
within the broader context of his theology, however, al-Ghazālī's con- 
ception of the nature of ethical obligation basically does away also 
with the traditional understanding that ethical good and bad origi- 
nate in and are determined by God's command alone and, having no 
intrinsic relationship to the beings and events they concern, cannot 
as such be rationalized.$ His rejection of the traditional ethical theory 
of the Ash‘arite school as based on a failure to grasp the true nature 
of things is explicitly signaled when he tells the reader to pay no at- 
tention to what is usually said in explanation of this thesis since it 
can neither cure the souls thirst for perfection nor the mind's desire 
for true knowledge and insight. At the same time, he has presented a 
carefully reasoned rejection of the Murtazilite theses that the obliga- 
tion to theological speculation is not only universal but also obtains 
independently of, and so prior to, the coming of prophetic revela- 
tion. Al-Ghazali's statement (p. 191) that the origin of the Mu‘tazilite 
thesis concerning the necessity of theological speculation and of their 
conception of God's justice with which it is allied lies in associative 
impressions in which God is conceived after the image of an earthly 
ruler is interesting (though the operation of such impressions may be 
more conspicuous in some Ash'arite writing; cf., e.g., Luma‘, $$54ff., 
and al-Isfarāīnī, Fr. s6f., p. 157). Here, once again, the formulation 
is to be noted, as al-Ghazali says, *the sources from which they are 
taken are impressions that through the normal course of events have 
become firmly set in their minds as similar ones are set alongside 
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them and which there is no way to avoid ?awhamun rusikhat filnm 
mina l-adati tuāriduhā>amthāluhā wa-là mabtsa minha) (p. 191, 10f.). 
In his conception of the nature of associative impressions ?awham) 
and the way they function in the formation of judgments, which he 
outlined earlier (pp. 167ff.), al-Ghazālī follows Avicenna” In some 
respects, moreover, the position he sets out is much closer to that of 
the Mu‘tazila than to that of the Ash‘arites in that (a) he holds that 
ethical imperatives can be fully rationalized, and (b) holds that ethi- 
cal necessity in the present case is a kind of natural necessity, being 
founded on the obligation to avoid harm to one's self. 

Al-Ghazālī uses the same conception of the nature and ground of 
ethical necessity (pp. rósff.; cp. Qudstyyah, p. 91, 8ff. = Ikyā 1, p. 112, 
18ff.) to refute the Murtazilite thesis that God is morally obliged to 
benefit his creatures by sending prophets, etc., if not to do what is 
absolutely best for them, on the principle that it is impossible that 
God suffer harm or obtain benefit from the existence or nonexistence 
of any creature. The argument is essentially dialectical, however, since 
al-Ghazālī in fact holds that God necessarily creates what he creates 
and can have created no other universe. This is indicated in the state- 
ment (Igtisād, p. 43, 3), *"al-gadīm” [the eternal, a description unique 
to God] is an expression for that which exists necessarily in all its 
aspects” (ma huwa wājibu l-wujudi fi jamii sibatihi) ® 


Creation and Secondary Causes 


At the very beginning of Igtisad al-Ghazali makes a point 
of telling the reader that, in view of the restricted focus of the work, 
he will not “consider the world as it is world and body and sky and 
earth, but on the contrary only as it is God's making (santu lah)” 
(p. 4, 2f.). It would seem plain that when he speaks of the world 
as “body and sky and earth” al-Ghazālī is referring to what he will 
describe elsewhere as “the universal, fundamental, permanent, and 
stable causes, which are constant and unchanging."? What he is say- 
ing, in effect, is that he will not discuss cosmology and the question of 
the determinate operation of secondary causes in the order of the uni- 
verse, but rather will view all entities and events as they are created by 
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God. The efficient operation of secondary causes is, as we have seen, 
implied and alluded to in several places in Igtisad, but the matter is 
never formally thematized and discussed. God is the one who created 
the system, ordered its parts, and set it into motion. His “Accomplish- 
ment” (al-qad#@ ) was the initial creation (al-tkhtira‘ ) of the “universal 
causes” (al--asbabu l-kulliyyab), and therein the creation of the more 
proximate, transitory causes and the conditions of the coming to be 
of every being and event that, following the program set down in the 
Well Guarded Tablet (Iya 3, p. 18; translated on p. 26 above), would 
necessarily flow from them to the end of time. Al-Ghazālī some- 
times will distinguish ‘khalaga, yakhlugu from ‘ikbtara‘a, yakhtari‘w, 
using the former as a synonym of 'gaddara, yuqaddirw (to determine) 
and the latter as a synonym of °awjada, yüjidw (to cause to exist),!° 
though he frequently employs them equivalently as ‘to create’. The 
assertion of God’s uniqueness (al-tawhid) is the assertion that He 
alone determines what shall come to be and is uniquely the origi- 
nating cause of its coming to be. According to al-Ghazali's usage, to 
create (al-khalg, al-ikhtira‘) is to determine the existence of an entity 
or event out of the indeterminate possibility of its coming to be or 
not coming to be, and since every event that occurs in the sublunary 
world results necessarily from the antecedent operation of the celes- 
tial and universal causes as originally created and ordered by God, 
not even the highest of the “universal and enduring causes” (sc., the 
Throne or outermost heaven) can be said of itself to “create”, i.e., 
of itself, autonomously to initiate the action of any series of causes 
and effects or the existence of any element in any given series. God 
is the one who makes the causes to function as causes (musabbibu 
l*asbāb)."! Viewed in the original determination of the contingent 
necessity of its coming to be as against the abstract possibility of its 
cither coming to be or not coming to be, the existence of every being 
and event that comes to be within the world is effectively determined 
and so “created” in the initial creation (ikbtira‘, »ījād) of the universe, 
even though it actually takes place through the subsequent opera- 
tion of various intermediate causes, proximate and remote. Given this 
understanding of the terms, the thesis that God “creates” a particu- 
lar event—is uniquely the cause of its existence—does not formally 
deny the efficacy of secondary causes. “The omnipotent master of the 
heavens alone has absolute dominion” (tafarrada bil-jabarūti jabbāru 
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Ļsamawāt) (p. 90, 3). The consistency of language and intention is 
conspicuous. In Mungidh (p. 106), al-Ghazālī says, “Nature is forced 
to operate by God (al-tabi‘atu musakbkharatun li-llah); it does not 
operate (Jā ta*mal) of itself but is used (musta‘malah) by its creator; 
the sun and the moon and the stars and the elemental natures (al- 
tab?) are forced to operate by His command; none of them has 
of itself any autonomous activity (Jā fa*la li-sbay'in minha bi-dhātihi 
‘an dhātihī)”' Here “the sun and the moon and the stars and the 
elemental natures" refers to the universal and permanent causes, “the 
world as body and sky and earth" (discussion of which is explicitly 
excluded from Igtisād, as we have seen). These things do not exist by 
emanation each from a higher being in the hierarchy, but rather each 
one with its particular nature and properties was created directly by 
God and its eventual operation determined by the place He assigned 
to it within the system which constitutes the whole. 

It is thus that al-Ghazālī will insist throughout the Igtisād that 
existence comes from God alone, since He alone creates (ikktaraca, 
- khalaqa). In accord, then, with the restriction that he will not con- 
sider the world as a system, but only as it is "God's making,” he says 


(pp. 172f.): 4 


The powers of the soul were created obedicnt to mental impressions and 
imaginings (al-awham wal-takhayyulat) according to the operations of 
[God's] customs (bi-bukmi *ijr@i l-«ādāt), so that when a man has an 
imaginative image of something nice to eat, either through recollection 
or through vision, his saliva immediately flows and the corners of his 
mouth drool and this takes place through the power which God has 
compelled (sakkkkarahā) to secrete saliva which aids in mastication be- 
cause of imagination and impressions, for its nature is to be aroused by 
imagination (sha>nuhā *an tanba‘itha bi-hasabi l-takhayyul). 


The conception of the “powers of the soul” and of the role of imagi- 
nation and of aestimatio is essentially that of Avicenna, as is the 
vocabulary, and has no place in traditional Ash‘arite thought. The 
characteristically religious expressions "sakbkbara! and °ijr@u [-adar 
al-Ghazali commonly employs in speaking of the operation of sec- 
ondary causes. That is to say, ‘God’s custom’ (al-‘ddah, “adat Allah), 
which the Ash‘arite school tradition employs to speak of the nor- 
mal and sometimes invariant sequences of events in an occasionalistic 
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universe, is employed by al-Ghazālī to describe the lawful operation 
of secondary causes in a deterministic universe willed and created 
by God." Having hinted at a complex causal rationalization of the 
meaning of ethical terms and the origin of ethical necessity, he closes 
the section by saying (p. 174, 7) that this is “as much explanation of 
the truth concerning these matters (asraru hadha l-fasl) as befits this 
short handbook.” !6 


Exegesis of Prophetic Texts Concerning 
the Cosmic System 


The seventh and eighth theses in the section on God’s 
existence are devoted to the denial of His being spatially located 
with respect to any point within the created universe. That al-Ghazali 
should feel the need to take up this matter separately and at consider- 
able length following thesis 4 (pp. 38f.), that God is not a jawhar, and 
thesis 5 (pp. 39f.) that He is not a body, may at first seem curious," 
but it is formally required in order to counter the contrary doctrines 
of the Karrāmiyya. The two theses are also dealt with at some length 
in Qudsiyya ($1, 7f., pp. 82f. = Ihy 1, pp. 106f.). 

Thesis 7 is that “God is not in any one of the six directions.” Here, 
in replying to an objection based on a Tradition according to which 
the Prophet approved a gesture by a slave girl indicating that she be- 
lieved God to be in the sky, al-Ghazālī explains his exegesis of the 
Tradition in part by saying that petition to God is directed upwards 
as a sign of submissiveness and that “submissiveness and giving glory 
are the act of the heart [sc. the soul] and the intellect is its instru- 
ment . . . , for the heart was created with a nature (kbuligat khilqatan) 
such that it is influenced by the repeated actions of the bodily mem- 
bers, just as the bodily members are influenced by the beliefs of the 
soul” (p. 45, 3ff.). He then explains at some length that one has to do 
here with a metaphor in which what is referred to is height of rank 
(rutbah), not height of place. This interpretation is found in earlier 
Ash'arite works (e.g., Mushkil, pp. 6of. and Isharah, p. 34). One notes 
that the assertion that the soul is influenced or affected (mutaaththir) 
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by events that take place outside it implies that one contingent event 
has an effect (tæthīr) on another, something consistently denied in 
traditional Ash‘arite works. According to al-Ghazālī, devotional acts 
commanded by the Prophet have “properties” (kbmpass) which act 
on the soul in a way analogous to the way that the properties of 
medicines act on the body (Mungidh, pp. 151f. and 162).!8 When he 
speaks about the bodily members’ being influenced by the beliefs 
(mu‘taqadat) of the soul, what he has in mind are cognitive acts (acts 
of knowing, opinion, impression, imagination, etc.) which constitute 
motivations and as such are the causes of voluntary actions (cf. Cre- 
ation and the Cosmic System, pp. 23ff.) or of their arousing one or 
another kind of involuntary response, as in the example presented in 
Igtisād (p. 172; translated on p. 38 above). 

Al-Ghazālī goes on to offer a second interpretation of the meta- 
phor, which is that “the storehouses of [God's] blessings are the 
heavens and the wardens of his gifts are the angels; their residence 
is the celestial realm (malakut al-samawat) and it is they who are 
entrusted with His gifts’? wherefore, nature demands (al-tabu 
yatagādā ) that in praying, one turn his face in that direction, and he 
concludes by saying, “this then moves (mubarrik) the faces of those 
who are leaders in religious matters in the direction of the sky in 
conformity both to nature and the revelation (takan wa-sbar*an) "^ ?? 
Al-Ghazālī refrains, however, from informing the reader of exactly 
how he understands the place and function of these celestial inter- 
mediaries in the transmission of God's blessings to terrestrial beings 
or exactly what it means to say “by nature." Finally, he takes the thesis 
as an opportunity to set forth the difference between what makes 
sense (is mafhum) and is intelligible (i.e., what the mind must assent 
to) and conceivable and what cannot be imagined (pp. 49, 8ff.). 

Thesis 8 (pp. soff.) is concerned with descriptions of God's as- 


cending the Throne (al-istiwa?u ‘alā l--arsb: Q2o,s & alibi) and of His ` 
nightly “descent” (al-xuzūl) to the lowest heaven. Having stated that ` 


it would take too long to deal with the expressions employed, al- 
Ghazali makes a point (pp. sıf.) of noting that it is inappropriate to 
introduce simple people (‘awammu l-khalg) to the exegesis of such 
things and cites a famous Tradition according to which Malik b. Anas, 
in response to a question concerning God's ascending the Throne, 
replied by saying, “The ascent is known; how it takes place (kay- 
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fiyyatubn ) is not known; to ask about it is heresy (bid'ah); to believe 
it is obligatory.”*! Here, says al-Ghazālī, Malik was speaking only 
with regard to simple people, *because their minds are not capable 


Of receiving the things of the intellect (al-ma‘qulat) and of compre- 
. hending lexicographical matters (al-lughat), nor are they capable of 
` understanding the Arabs’ extended use of linguistic expressions in 
— their metaphors” (p. 52, sff.). For the scholars, for whom it is ap- 


propriate to go into such matters, however, he will offer a brief, 
systematic explanation of these metaphors. Concerning “the ascent” 
(pp. ssff.), al-Ghazālī states that ‘ascended’ has to refer to a relation- 
ship of God to the Throne (the outermost heaven or sphere) and goes 
through a traditional kind of analysis so as to eliminate a number of 
possible interpretations in order to assert that here “stiwa” must be 
equivalent to stilā” (take possession/become master of), citing the 
example of the expression's occurrence with regard to princes. This, 
however, does no more than suggest a precise identification of the 
metaphor by substituting a lexically less ambivalent word for the one 
in question. It does not interpret the metaphor. The failure to in- 
terpret the metaphor is consistent with al-Ghazali's previously stated 
intention not to go into questions of cosmology? Concerning “the 
descent" (pp. s8ff.), he offers two interpretations which he considers 
acceptable, the first, that it refers metaphorically to an angel (p. 57), 
and the second (pp. 57ff.), that it is a metaphor for God's goodness 
and condescension (talattuf and tawádu*) toward His creatures. The 
second interpretation he explains at great length, while the first, since 
it involves the operation of the cosmic system, he does not elaborate 
at all.23 

In al-Ghazali’s discussion of these two theses we have an exem- 
plary manifestation of the complexity of Igtisād and of its ambiva- 
lence. The topics dealt with, al-fawgiyyah (God's “being above”), al- 
isttwā (His “ascent”), and al-nuzūl (His *descent”), were the focus of 
heated debate and polemic in the Ash‘arites’ conflict with the Karrā- 
miyya and with the Hanbalites as well?* This is unquestionably the 
primary reason for treating them separately and at this point in the 
book (cp., e.g., Irshad, pp. 39ff.), and in part perhaps for the rela- 
tive length with which they are discussed. They are also, however, 
of great importance to al-Ghazālī in that, by his interpretation, they 
expressly involve God’s relationship to the celestial world and His 
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governance of the terrestrial world through celestial intermediaries 
and so lend the authority of God and the Prophet to his theological 
cosmology. It is common in the school tradition to offer multiple, 
alternative interpretations of the canonically authoritative names and 
descriptions of God that may be shown to be philologically justifiable 
and as theologically compatible with the basic doctrine of the school 
and therefore plausibly valid. Here, however, while traditional inter- 
pretations are presented in some detail, others are offered that point 
to concepts, constructs, and a context which are altogether foreign 
to the traditional Ash‘arite theology, and these latter are left without 
elaboration or explanation. He is not trying to deceive the reader, but 
rather, in a way that conforms to the convention of the traditional 
manuals, to offer to each that which he is most apt to receive with 
understanding. He says nothing which, as presented, is formally in- 
compatible with the more radical ta>w of his “higher” theology, for 
which there are ample indications for those who are attuned to it. The 
remarks made following the introduction of the citation of Q20,5 
that simple people should not be introduced to the formal interpre- 
tation of such verses is thus particularly pregnant in the context, as 
he offers interpretations which he feels that traditionally minded reli- 
gious scholars may appropriately accept and understand (p. 52, 7), but 
withholds his own “higher” interpretation, with respect to which the 
scholars are simple believers (min al-cawāmm). 


The Human Power of Voluntary Actious 


The most tortuous and difficult section of Igtisād is per- 
haps that in which he talks about (and round about) the question of 
the human power of action (generally pp. 80ff.). Since this question 
was treated hastily and somewhat inadequately in Creation and tbe 
Cosmic System, it will be well to look at it in a more orderly fashion 
here. It must be kept in mind (a) that al-Ghazālī is here formally ad- 
dressing the Muttazilite thesis that men originate the being of their 
own acts autonomously out of the pure possibilty of their coming to 
be or not coming to be, and (b) that he had decided at the outset 
that he would not take up cosmology (i.e., the determination of sub- 
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lunary events through the efficient causality of celestial beings), and 
(c) that he wishes, if not to hold closely to, at least to employ and 
in some way validate, the traditional Ash‘arite language concerning 
human power and human actions. The arguments are labored and 
insistent, for the doctrine of the creation of human voluntary actions 
(kbalg al->aftāl) had from the beginning been one of the principal, 
identifying elements of the Ash‘arite doctrine in its opposition to the 
Muttazila, and for al-Ghazālī to reject or seriously to alter the tradi- 
tional conception of the thesis would overtly signal his abandonment 
of Ashrarite orthodoxy. It is for the same reason that even in Mihakk, 
where already he had made a point of distancing himself from the 
traditional teaching of the Ashrarite school in a number of matters, 
he carefully sought not to give offense on the matter of human ac- 
tions, lest he irrevocably alienate the audience he most wanted to 
attract. His own teaching is that certain sensations or cognitive states 
act deterministically as motivations (dawa‘t) and thereby cause an 
act of the will, which in turn activates the power of voluntary action 
(al-qudrah) which necessarily produces the act.25 

Throughout this section, al-Ghazālī's language is very carefully 
chosen. When he says, for example (p. 91, uf.) that “when [God] cre- 
ates (kbalaqu) the motion and creates with it the [act of the human] 
power to do it, He is the one who autonomously creates (yastabiddu 
bil-ikhtirā) both the [act of the] power and its object,” his use of ‘cre- 
ates' and “creation” so restricts the focus to God's determinant power 
that any question of secondary causes is formally set aside. One notes 
that earlier in the discussion he had offered a general definition of 
the power to act (al-qudrah) as “that through which the object comes 
to actuality given the act of the will and the receptivity of the sub- 
ject” (mā yahsulu biba I-magdūru ‘inda tahaggugi I-”irādati wa-gabūli 
I-mahall) (p. 91, 2f.; cp. p. 81, sf). This definition is correct accord- 
ing to the teaching of al-Ghazālī, both with respect to human acts 
and God's creation, but not according to that of the Muttazila.”° In 
his ensuing argument against the Mu‘tazilite thesis that the voluntary 
actions of human agents are truly autonomous and are not determi- 
nately caused by the antecedent states of the agent, al-Ghazali returns 
to the description of the power of action as that whose act creates the 
event which is its object (p. 91, sf.) and takes ‘creates’ in the formal 
sense that it has for him within the context of his own deterministic 
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system. Given that the Murtazila, on valid lexicographical grounds, 
allow the use of ‘khalaga, yakhluqw (but not ‘tkhtara‘a, yakbtarr w^) 
with a human agent as subject, the dialectical move is doubly con- 
spicuous. (The imposition of one's own conceptions onto the terms 
of his opponents’ formulations is a common maneuver in the dialec- 
tic of kalam.) Nor does al-Ghazālī here address the question of the 
role and function of the antecedent states of the agent. ^In sum, the 
one whose power is all encompassing (al-wastu l-qudrah) is the one 
who has the power to create the [act of the human agent's] power 
to act and its object simultaneously" (p. 92, 1). Consistently, then, 
the Muttazilite concept that the human agent autonomously causes 
the existence of his primary acts and their claim that as an equivalent 
of ‘gaddara, yugaddiru” (to do purposefully and in intended measure) 
‘khalagqa, yakhluqw can be used of human agents (cf., e.g., Mughni 7, 
pp. 207 and 210, and 8, pp. 162f. and 283) are together rejected when 
al-Ghazālī goes on to identify the causation of existence with cre- 
ation: “Since the noun ‘creator’ (al-khaliqu wal-mukktari:) is said of 
one who causes something to exist through his own power ?awjada 
L-shaya bi-qudratibi) and both the [human agent’s] power and its 
object are through God's power and the object is not [created] by the 
human agent's power... [the latter] is not called a ‘creator’ and ‘one 
who creates’. . . .”?” The human voluntary act therefore is described as 
a performance (kasb), following the lexical usage of the Koran (p. 92, 
2ff.). All of this sounds very much like traditional Ash‘arite teaching. 
Had he said ‘lam yagi? or ‘lam yahsul bi-gudrati l-tabd’, it might be 
difficult to understand him to intend anything else, but, as it is, his 
intention is not fully and explicitly stated. That is, he holds that the 
human agent with all his faculties is created and that the acts of his 
faculties are the results of a complex web of present conditions and 
antecedent causes, interior and exterior, terrestrial and celestial, all 
of which follow determinately from God’s original act of creation. 
The causal function of the faculty, however, and of its act as an ele- 
ment within the sequence of causes and conditions, is simply not 
mentioned. In short, none of the statements al-Ghazali makes here 
is inconsistent with the thesis that, contrary to traditional Ash‘arite 
teaching, God determines the necessity of the occurrence of every 
event in the universe through sequences of secondary efficient causes 
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and therefore is the primary, originating cause of the activation of 
the human agent’s power of acting and through it of, for example, 
the motion of his hand. The sense of what he says is particularly nu- 
anced if here, as sometimes in other passages, al-Ghazali distinguishes 
‘khalaqa, yakhluqw from ‘tkhtara‘a, yakbtariw', as he does, employ- 
ing the former as an equivalent of ‘gaddara, yugaddiru” to describe 
God's eternal determination of the being of the universe in its every 
detail as opposed to the act of creating the “universal and enduring 
causes.” The verse “To him belongs whatever is in the heavens and 
the earth” (Q2,116) implies that “from Him is the source of all actions 
and their point of reference” (al->aftālu jami‘uha minhu masdaruha 
wa-martuha) (Jawahir, p. 45,14). 

In the following section (p. 92, 8ff.) al-Ghazali takes up the 
question of the act's “taking place” (al-wugus, al-husūl) through the 
agent’s power, but again constructs the argument so as neither to 
address the real issue nor to set forth his own position with regard 
to it. What he does is focus on the notion of a faculty’s “relation” 
(ta‘allug) to its object in such a way as to offer a dialectical refutation 
of the claim that the agent’s power is “related to its object as cause to 
effect” (as the sabab is to its musabbab). His reasoning is that (1) cog- 
nition and volition are also related to their respective objects so that 
a “relation” (al-ta‘alluq) does not as such and of itself entail that its 
object come to be?* He goes on then (2) to view the question on 
the basis of the Murtazilite thesis that the power to act exists in the 
agent prior to his performing the act. If it is really prior to the act, 
he says, then the relationship is not one of causing an effect, since 
the power exists in the absence of the occurrence of its object (p. 93, 
rff), and this will be true also if the power is redefined (p. 94, 3) as 
"being ready for [commensurate to] the occurrence of its object” 
(mutahayyiatun li-wugüci l-magdur)2° He concludes, then, by stat- 
ing (p. 94, sff.) that the Mustazilite position is, in effect, that “the 
[human agent's] power to act exists and is related to its object but the 
object does not occur through it” (mawjūdatun muta‘alligatun bil- 
magdūri wal-magdūru ghayru wagitin bi-hā), wherefore it must take 
place through the power of God, and we are all in agreement! The 
argument is essentially specious; he has not stated the Murtazilite 
thesis fully and correctly and has said only that under his own narrow 
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restriction of the terms and elements of the question and under his 
present construction of them, the human agents power of acting is 
not the originating cause of the occurrence of the act. 

The ensuing argument (p. 94, 12ff.) contributes nothing and here, 
as in many another place, al-Ghazālī concludes the subsection by say- 
ing (p. 95, 9): “This is as much of this question as belongs in this 
short handbook." What follows on the topic runs in the same vein 
of artful ambivalence. Much later, in an altogether different context 
(p. 221, 1f£), he remarks that there are various kinds of matters to 
take up which would involve a study of the essential natures of things 
(haq@iqu l-umur), knowledge of which is not really necessary, since 
they are not pertinent to the acquisition of the basic foundation of 
orthodox belief (tabdbib ai-tetigād). As included among such things 
he mentions the question of “whether the human power of voluntary 
action (al-gudratu |-muhdathah) has contraries as its objects or not 
and has as its objects different kinds of things or not and whether the 
human power to act may have as its object an action that lies outside 
the locus of the power itself.” These are precisely the questions which 
earlier he had declined to take up seriously and directly. 

There is, in sum, no unambiguous evidence in 1427524. that al- 
Ghazālī subscribes to the traditional occasionalism of the Ashsarite 
school. If one will distinguish the two senses of *gudralr, viz., (a) an 
agent's power of acting as a faculty from (b) its act or activation in 
producing the action which is its effect, then most of the difficulties 
are done away with. God creates, through a complex of secondary 
causes, celestial and terrestrial, the human individual with his various 
faculties, including the power to act, and through another series of 
causal events the activation of the power so as to cause the occurrence 
of a particular action, and accordingly, in the strictest sense, creates 
both the power with its act and the event which results from its 
act. The conspicuous difference between the reasoning in the tradi- 
tional Ash‘arite manuals and the oblique arguments of Igtisād is that 
through so lengthy a discussion the only thing al-Ghazālī clearly com- 
mits himself to is the thesis that God creates every being and every 
event, though exactly what is meant here by ‘creates’ is never fully 
and explicitly stated. As we have seen, he nowhere unambiguously 
commits himself to the thesis of al-Juwaynī that the action “does not 
take place through the created power of voluntary action, nor does 
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[the power] have any effect on it, but is related to it as a cognition is 
related to its object" (Ikbtisar, fol. 157r, 13f.; cf. also ibid. foll. 167v p 
Shāmil [69], p. 182, 14ff., where al-Ash‘ari is cited; and al-Harasi, fol. 
183v, 16ff.). Read by itself, the section would be most perplexing. 
Within the broader context of Igtisād, however, where there are indi- 
cations that he recognizes the efficient operation of secondary causes, 
his intention in this section begins to emerge. 

In refuting the “Muttazilite” doctrine of tawallud, that is, of the 
causation of a secondary act by a primary act (pp. 95f.), al-Ghazālī 
goes to great length to assert that God creates the displacement of the 
water in order to allow for the movement which he also creates in the 
hand, but he carefully avoids the question of whether perhaps God 
uses the hand to move the water.*° 


God's Essential Attributes 


Al-Ghazālīs discussion of God's essential attributes 
other than power in Igtigād is, for the most part, hardly more straight- 
forward than that involving His power. What he has to say tends, on 
the whole, to resemble that of the usual Ash‘arite manuals, though 
the matter requires further, more detailed study against the broader 
background of his other writings. The traditional understanding of 
the essential attributes as distinct from God's essence and from one 
another is important to al-Ghazālī as, by so distinguishing power, 
knowledge, and will, it furnishes the basis for his denial of the thesis 
of Avicenna and the falāsifa that creation flows necessarily from God's 
essence as such (b1-dhatihi) and therefore eternally (cf., e.g., Tahafut, 
pp. 214f. and Magsad, p. 145). Otherwise, however, al-Ghazālī seems 
to have had little interest in the matter and nowhere any desire to set 
forth his own formal analysis and explanation of the relationships be- 
tween the commonly recognized basic attributes and their relation to 
the divine essence. In an earlier context (p. 43, 3) he had said to prove 
a point that God's being exists necessarily in its every aspect, but the 
statement is not further elaborated, and when he comes to discuss the 
essential attributes formally and as such he makes a point of saying 
that they transcend human understanding, wherefore it is impossible 
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to deal seriously with the matter here since to do so would require so 
lengthy a discussion as to be beyond the scope of this book (p. 136, 
8f. and cp. pp. 131f.). It will be sufficient for our present purposes to 
give here only a few brief indications of what he says in Igtisād. 

In describing God's eternal attributes as such, he employs the 
traditional formula, saying that they are *distinguishable from His 
essence and are eternal and are subsistent in His essence” (z@idatun 
‘ala l-dhāti wa-qadimatun wa-q@imatun bil-dhāt)>'! though in his ini- 
tial account of the ontology of these attributes (p. 131) he vehemently 
rejects the analysis of al-Bāgillānī and of al-Juwaynī in Irskād and 
Shāmil, with its assertion of ontologically distinct “states,” in favor of 
the more common doctrine of the school and in language similar to 
that presented in al-Juwayni's R. al-Nizamiyyah (pp. 24f.).* He gives, 
on the other hand, a definition of speech/speaking (p. 119, rf.) which 
is virtually equivalent to that given by al-Mutawalli (al-Mughni, p. 25, 
21) and al-Juwaynī (Irshad, p. 104, sff.), and his discussion of com- 
mand as an example of a mode of speech (pp. 118ff.) is generally along 
the lines of what one finds in the tradition. Only in arguing for the 
eternity of God's speaking does he make a statement which could be 
read as pointing to his later identification of it with God's knowledge 
(cp. Iljām, p. 69, 4). So too, the very brief treatment of the attributes 
of hearing and seeing (pp. 109f.) appears wholly traditional, and the 
basic intention of his account of how Moses can be said to have heard 
God's speaking directly (pp. 122ff.) and how it is valid to say that 
the blessed shall see God in the next life (pp. 67f.) are fundamentally 
compatible with what is found, for example, in ibn Fürak's Mushkil. 33 


Created Beings, Material and Immaterial 
Material Bodies 


To what extent al-Ghazalr's conception of the basic on- 
tology of created beings followed the teaching of the Ash‘arite school 
is by no means clear. The way he speaks of jawābir in Igtisād (pp. 
28ff.) would seem to indicate that he retains the school’s traditional 
atomism; and this would seem to be confirmed when he speaks, 
for example, of “the individual jawhar” (al-jawhar al-fard) and de- 
scribes a body as being two jawhars which are conjoined (pp. 24, 
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off., and 39, 7f.)** and when he follows the traditional ontology in 
saying (p. 31, 8) that length (a/-t#l) “is not an accident but rather 
an expression for a multiplicity of jawhars disposed in a single direc- 
tion." On the other hand, he closes the extended explanation of the 
nature of accidents (pp. 26ff.) by offering length as his example, an 
example which, he says, is sufficient to give a general idea of what 
he means (mugarribun li-gharadina >ilā |-faham), even though it is 
not properly speaking a genuine instance of what he is talking about 
(p. 31, 9f.). In common parlance, this is a tagrib, that is, the presen- 
tation of an approximate idea of a principle by means of a superficial 
analogy employed in elementary instruction—another indication of 
the level of discourse intended in Igtisād. Al-Ghazālī then proceeds 
immediately (p. 31, 1f.) to apologize for the disproportionate detail 
of his exposition on the grounds that "this going into detail and pre- 
cise explanation? (al-tadgiq wal-taliqiq) was required because “what 
has been said on the subject is neither satisfactory nor clear ( ghayru 
muganni‘in wa-la shaf).” For reasons that we shall see shortly, one 
of his aims here might well have been to eliminate the occupation of 
space from the conception and definition of the jawhar as such, for he 
says (p. 31, 3ff.), "the accident’s being specifically characterized by its 
substrate is not something distinct from the essence of accident as is 
the jawhar’s being characterized by its occupation of space and this is 
for the reason we mentioned, sc., that the intellect knows the jawhar 
alone and by itself and through it knows the occupation of space, 
not that the intellect knows the jawhar through the occupation of 
space.” He doesn’t tell us, however, exactly what it is about the tra- 
ditional conception of accidents that he finds unsatisfactory, though 
it is clear from what he says in Miyar (p. 177, sff.) that he does not 
approve of describing as “accidents” what the falāsifa call “substantial 
forms”, e.g., of describing air and water as "accidents" 55 He intimates 
clearly enough that the traditional conception of accidents needs to 
be changed, qualified, or nuanced, but is unwilling to do this in plain 
and unambiguous terms here in Igtisād, and instead offers the reader 
several pages of somewhat inconclusive rigmarole. In the section of 
Mibakk devoted to the definition of motion (pp. 126ff.), on the other 
hand, al-Ghazālī speaks much more clearly and succinctly. He distin- 
guishes permanent, *concomitant” accidents from those that are not 
permanent and gives a definition of accident as such (p. 127, 16) that 
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superficially resembles those of the Ash‘arite school: the accident is “a 
contingent being whose existence requires a locus” (hadithun yastadī 
wujuduhu mahallan). The usual Ash‘arite definitions and character- 
izations, however, normally speak of the accident’s subsisting in a 
Jawhar (e.g., Tamhid, pp. 18, 4ff., and 195, 14, and Sharh al-Irshad, fol. 
47v, 19) or in a body (Insāfi p. 17, 4) or in “an entity that occupies 
space” (dhatun mutahayyizah) (Shamil [69], p. 185, 18f.). Al-Ghazalr's 
purpose in using ‘mahall’ here may be to allow for entities that do not 
occupy space, that is, for the rational soul? That he conceives acci- 
dents more along the lines of the falasifa than of the mutakallimūn 
does not, however, alone and of itself, necessarily indicate that he 
espoused Avicenna’s conception of jawhar and ‘arad formally and 
completely. In Miķakk (p. 104, 12f.) he divides attributes into three 
classes, essential, concomitant, and accidental (al-sifatu I-dhātiyyatu 
wal-lazimatu wal-*aradiyyab). One notes, however, that neither in 
Mihakk nor in the section devoted to logic in Mustasfā, which closely 
follows Miķakk, often verbatim, nor in Qistas, does he present the 
traditional Aristotelian list of accidents. 

In the section of Mihakk concerning the definition of motion 
(PP- 138ff.) al-Ghazālī seems to speak in traditional Ash‘arite terms. 
Here, he describes motion and rest as specifications of the jawhar to 
a given location in space (ikltisāsu l-jawhar bi-ķayyiz) and gives an 
account based on its being in the same or different spaces at one or 
more moments in time (a4wal). Most notably, in this regard, he says 
(p. 138, 16ff.) that one has here to recognize three things, the kawn, 
and motion, and rest. With this he speaks of those who hold the true 
doctrine (alu l-haqq, a common phrase used by the Ash'arites to 
describe themselves) and against al-Juwayni, prefers the teaching of 
al-Bāgillānī and abū Ishaq al-Isfarā”īnī, who recognize a kanm (a being 
in a specific location in space) distinct from motion and from rest 
which characterizes the jawhar at the instant of its creation (cf., e.g., 
Shamil [69], p. 433, 7ff.). 

The subsequent discussion in Igtisād of how jawāhir and acci- 
dents cease to exist seems similarly to follow traditional teaching. The 
Jawāhir, he says (p. 37, 14£.), cease to exist in the event that neither 
motion nor rest, which are the condition of their existence, are cre- 
ated in them. This is one of several Ash‘arite positions regarding the 
question.” Again following traditional Ash‘arite tradition, he says 
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(p. 37, sf.) that accidents “cease to exist of themselves (bi-anfusihā) 
and what we mean by ‘of themselves’ is that it is inconceivable that 
their essences (dhawatuha) have permanence of existence (bagz ).” 
Similarly, he says (p. 214, 1) that “accidents in our view do not have 
permanence of existence (lä yabgā) . . . and what exists in each hour 
is another accident." The formulations plainly imitate the traditional 
language of the Ash‘arite school, but what al-Ghazali means by ‘al- 
bagā” is not altogether clear, nor is it clear just how, within the frame- 
work of his cosmology, it may come about that a material entity may 
cease to be either in motion or at rest. Too, the use of ‘in each hour’ 
(sa‘ah) rather than the usual ‘in each succeding instant? (balan batda 
hal, fi kulli waqt) is curious and seems to be a kind of hedge, for, as 
we have noted, in Mihakk he says explicitly that the definition of acci- 
dents as what does not continue to exist or as that whose continuance 
in existence is impossible is inadequate (mukbtall), noting that con- 
comitant accidents endure as long as their subjects continue to exist 
(p. 127, 2ff.; cf. also, e.g., ibid., pp. 25f. and Mustasfa 1, p. 14, 1ff.). 
Al-Ghazālī seems to follow the traditional teaching of the school 
also when he says (Igtisad, p. 24, 7f.), “by ‘world’ we mean every exis- 
tent other than God and by ‘every existent other than God’ we mean 
all bodies and their accidents,” and a few pages later (p. 26, 8), “we 
mean here by ‘the world’ simply bodies and jawhars.” The statement 


` that the created universe consists of “bodies and their accidents” ap- 


pears problematic initially, but since he has indicated that in Igtisād 
he does not intend to take up the ontology of created beings for- 
mally and subsequently states (p. 215) that it would be inappropriate 
to discuss the soul in this work, it can be read as an abridged for- 
mulation. Even the short manuals seldom fail to mention the jawhar 
as a distinct class of entities (e.g., Tamhid, pp. 17, 8f. and 22, 4f., al- 
Baghdādī, Usal, p. 33, 14f., Fustūl, $1, Aqidah, Pp. 63, 4f., and Irshad, 
P- 17, 6). Al-Baqillani says (Tambid, p. 22, 4f.) that all classes of created 
beings fall under two principal categories, sc., accidents and atoms. 
Atoms are not mentioned in al-Isfar@int’s catechetical <agidah (STV, 
1ff.), however, and al-Ash‘ari in Thaghr (p. 65) speaks simply of “the 
world and the bodies and accidents that are in it” (al-‘alamu bi-mā 
fihi min >ajsāmiki wa-a‘radihi,®® and so also the dogmatic formula- 
tion of al-Hallaj (Akhbar no. 15, p. 31, 2f. = Risāla 1, pp. 4sf.) speaks 
only of bodies and accidents. Moreover, since in Igtisād al-Ghazali 
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excludes formal discussion of either the rational soul as such or the 
immaterial entities that make up the celestial world, the statement 
does, in a narrow kind of way, reflect the orientation of his focus in 
this work. Read within the context of traditional Ash‘arite manuals, 
which the formulations evoke, these statements would seem, in any 
case, to be fairly plain and unambiguous. This is to assume, of course, 
that by jawkar here he means atom as generally understood in the 
school. And this would seem likely to be justified, as he says, for ex- 
ample (Igtisād, p. 77, 5), that “jawhars form a single class and their 
becomings, which are particular modes of being in places, belong to 
a single class" (al-jawākiru mutamathilatun wa~akwanuha l-lati hiya 
khtisāsuhā bil-^ahyàzi mutamatinlab) *° 

In Ihy® and later works, however, al-Ghazālī speaks of the celes- 
tial realm (al-malakut, ‘alamu Lghaybi wal-malakut) with its angelic 
functionaries, each of which has its own “station” (e.g., Ipy@ 4, 
p. 119, sff.), as very different from the sublunary world (al-mulk, 
‘alamu I|-shahadah), and he says (Mishkah, p. 65) that the two may 
be described, respectively, as “spiritual” and “corporeal” (ruban: and 
Jismānī), or as “intellectual” and “sensible” (‘agli and hissi). He de- 
scribes the human soul (mind, intellect) as an individual locus of 
intellectual cognition on which an angelic intellect impresses the 
forms of the essential natures of things (Iby@ 3, p. 3, 10ff.). Is the an- 
gelic agent which gives the human intellect the true forms also a body 
or a single jawhar that occupies space? If all these beings, as crea- 
tures and so as constituents of the world, are ontologically bodies or 
single jawkars with their particular accidents and differ only by their 
accidents, how specifically are they different as belonging to distinct 
realms? One has to ask, therefore, (1) if al-Ghazālī in fact conceives 
the jawhar in exactly the same way as did the Ash‘arite school, if, 
that is, he conceives the jawabir as forming a single class in the sense 
that every jawhar is essentially the same as every other jawhar, or if 
(2) he recognizes several distinct subclasses, or if (3) he uses the term 
equivocally (cf., e.g., Miyar, pp. 176f. and cp. Hudad, pp. 87f.). The 
expression "mutamāthil” normally means “alike” or “the same” in the 
sense of being identical in all essential properties and characteristics, 
but when al-Ghazālī employs the expression to describe the *'akwān, 
he plainly does not mean to assert that motion and rest are altogether 
identical, but only to say that the *'akwān belong to one and the same 
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class of accidents (tatajānas).*! His comments in Mtyār on the use 
of “accident” by the mutakallimün to describe what the falāsifa would 
call jawhars or essential forms (suwar) could be taken thus to indicate 
that he recognizes more than one kind or class of jawhar; or it may be 
that he is simply acknowledging the presence of diverse sets of formal 
expressions (cf. Mihakk, p. 48, 12ff.) and the consequent equivocity 
of the word. f 

In categorizing beings (Igtisād, p. 24, of.) al-Ghazālī says, “Every 
existent either occupies space (mutahayyiz) or does not occupy space 
and if there is no composition (?zt/af) in that which occupies space 
we call it a single jawhar, while if it is joined in composition to 
another we call it a body ( jim) .”*2 Similarly, in Miķakk he says: 


When you describe body as what occupies space (al-mutahayyiz) you find 
it to be coéxtensive, neither more extensive nor less, since every body 
Occupies space and everything that occupies space is a body. This fol- 
lows the view of those who hold that whatever occupies space is divisible. 
For our part, however, we ascribe occupying space to jawhars and hold 
that ‘what occupies space’ is coéxtensive with [‘jawhar’] (p. 24, reading 
al-mutahayyiz for al-tahayyuz in line 10). 


Again, later in the same work (p. 106), having noted that in formal 
usage ‘existent’ does not enter into essential definitions, he goes on 
to say: 


According to what we believe (na*taqidubu), however, jawhar does enter 
into the guiddity, since we understand it as what occupies space, i.e., as 
an essential reality (kagžgatun dhātiyyah), so that in our view the more 
universal class is jawhar and is divided into body and non-body, i.e., the ` 
single jawhar (al-jawhar al-fard). The logicians [i.e., the falasifa], how- 
ever, employ ‘awhar to refer to what exists not in a substrate (mawģūr), 
but since existence does not belong to the essence it does not become 
essential when ‘not in a substrate’ is added, since this is a pure negation, 
so that their terminology is valid according to their understanding and 
belief, though not according to our understanding and belief.+3 


One notes, however, that nowhere in Igtisad, or elsewhere that I 
have noted, does al-Ghazālī say of the jawhar that as such it has vol- 
ume (5ajm), as does al-Juwayni, who holds that whatever occupies 
space has volume (e.g., Irshad, p. 17) and defines the jawhar as a vol- 
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ume (hajm) (Shamil [81], p. 54, 20f.); and only once that I have noted 
(Mibakk, p. 141, 9) does al-Ghazālī employ the verb ‘shaghala, yash- 
ghalw so as to describe the jawhar as “filling a space,” as is common 
in the Ash‘arite manuals; nor does he say explicitly that it has surface 
area.“ In the common usage of kalām, *hayyiz” is used to mean a por- 
tion of space (e.g., Shamil [69], p. 156, 15ff.) and is associated with the 
volume of a jawhar, and ‘mutahayyiz’ accordingly means “occupies 
space” in the sense of filling a volume of space into which another 
cannot intrude so long as what fills it remains there. Presumably, 
this is what al-Ghazali understands by the term. The evidence would 
seem to indicate, thus, that regarding the nature of material bodies, 
al-Ghazālī likely follows the basic atomism of the Ash‘arite school. 
Confirmation of this may perhaps be found where, in Miķakk (p. 136; 
translated on p. 60 below), the separate parts (ajz@) of the pneuma 
are described as ’arwah (pneumas)—if the argument there is not en- 
tirely dialectical, which it may well be. It is notable in any event that 
al-Ghazālī does not speak of matter and form in his own voice. 
Returning to the formulation of Igtisād (p. 24) concerning bodies 
and jawabir, one notes that it is not unlike what he says in Mryar 
(p. 171) concerning the usage of the mutakallimūn, that is, that “they 
use ‘jawhar particularly for the single jawhar which occupies space 
(mutahayyiz) and is indivisible, while that which is divisible they call a 
body, not a jawhar. * It will, then, be the case according to al-Ghazali 
that any being which is not an accident and which, as such (as an inde- 
pendent being—manyidun q@imun bi-nafsthi) is but a single jawhar, 
is by definition not a body and so is, in the strict sense of the term, 
incorporeal ( ghayru jismani). The statement, then, that the created 
universe is made up of “bodies and jawākir” (Iqtisad, p. 26, 8) and 
his division of the universe into the terrestrial, which is the corporeal 
in nature, and the celestial, which is spiritual (i.e., incorporeal), may 
be read as consistent one with the other if the angelic intelligences 
which he ascribes to the celestial realm are understood to consist each 
of but a single jawhar. That is, the formulation “bodies and jawahir” 
is consistent with the traditional terminology, in that body is a di- 
visible entity and the single jawhar is not; and moreover, traditional 
Ash‘arite doctrine holds, against the Mu‘tazila, that life, cognition, 
and the power of voluntary action can exist in a single jawhar (cf., e.g., 
Shamil [69], pp. 419f. and Ghunyah, foll. 102v, 18ff., and 1541, I2ff.; 
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and cp. Mujarrad, p. 207, 10—17). Through all of this, however, al- 
Ghazālī conspicuously avoids asserting the traditional thesis that cre- 
ated beings must either occupy space or reside in subjects that occupy 
space imma mutahayyizun *aw-hállun fili), as does al-Juwaynī, who 
argues against the notion of the rational soul and the separated intel- 
ligences as beings that are not located in space (Ikhtisar, fol. 206r). 
On the contrary, as we noted earlier, in Igtisād (p. 31, 3ff.) he makes a 
point of eliminating ‘occupies space’ (mutahayyiz) from the definition 
of jawhar, though he avoids any discussion of immaterial beings. 


The Rational Soul 


In this connection one has, however, also to consider a 
later passage of Igtisád where, discussing the resurrection and “the 
punishment of the grave,” al-Ghazali makes a point of denying some- 
thing he had said in an earlier work with regard to the human soul. 
Here (p. 215, 1ff.), he says: 


We treated this question at length in Tahafut, where, in refuting their 
doctrine, we proceeded by affirming that the soul, which, according to 
them, does not occupy space ( ghayru mutahayyizah), continues to exist 
and by positing its return to the governance of the body, whether this be 
the very same body or another. This argument, however, does not con- 
form to what we believe to be true, for that work was composed in order 
to refute their doctrine, not in order to assert the true doctrine. Rather, 
since they presume that what a man is he is with respect to the soul and 
that his involvement in governing the body is like something that be- 
longs to him accidentally (kal-‘aridi labii) and the body is an instrument 
for him (ālatun lab), we forced them to admit that, given their belief 
that the soul does not die, they have to assert the resurrection, i.e., the 
return of the soul to the governance of a body. 


That is, as the basis of the argument in Tahafut (pp. 362ff.) he ac- 
cepted their theses that (a) the soul does not die, that (b) its relation 
to the body which it governs does not belong to it essentially but only 
temporarily, but rather (c) it uses the body as an instrument, in order 
to show that one must assert that the soul returns to govern a body 
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(badanun mina l^abdàn). He says that the premises of the argument 
do not correspond to his own belief concerning what is true. Because 
of the way the paragraph is cast, however, it is not immediately clear 
exactly what element or elements of the premises of the argument or 
its conclusion he may reject or accept. The ensuing discussion is van- 
ishingly brief and wholly unenlightening as he concludes the section 
immediately by saying (p. 215, 8—11): 


To examine the substance of this matter at present would involve an in- 
vestigation of the pneuma and the soul and life and their essential natures 
(hagēiguhā), but [the restriction of the present work to] the basic tenets 
doesn't allow for going to great length regarding intellectual matters. Ac- 
cordingly, what we have said gives sufficient clarity to the appropriate 
mean of Muslim doctrine (al-igtisad fi l-ttiqād)*7 for one to assert the 
truth of the revelation. 


In other words, his views concerning the nature of the human soul 
are at variance with the common teaching of the school theologians, 
and he does not wish to discuss the matter in Igtisād. 

One could take his apology to indicate that al-Ghazali rejects one 
or all ofthe major elements of what he cites as the position of the falā- 
sifa. His apparent denial of the immateriality of the soul (i.e., that it 
is ghayru mutahayyizah) certainly fits with his earlier statements that 
the entire created universe consists of *bodies and their accidents." 
Elsewhere, however, he says (Ibpy@ +, p. 478, 14ff.): 


Man, in the strict and proper sense (bil-hagigah), is that (al-ma*nā) which 
perceives cognitions and pains and pleasures; and this neither dies nor 
ceases to exist. The meaning of death is the termination of his use of 
the body and the body's ceasing to be an instrument for him. . . . The 
essential reality of man is his soul and spirit and this continues to exist 
permanently (hagigatu l-”insāni nafsubu wa-rūķukū wa-hiya baqiyab) t° 


The spirit or soul is distinct from the physical spirit or pneuma, 
which is the subtle (i.e., invisible) vapor (al-bukhar al-latif) studied 
by physicians (Iby? 3, p. 3, 24ff., and 4, p. 113, 4ff. and 19ff.). The 
pneuma is associated with the blood (ibid, p. 112, 7f.). The rational 
soul “is an invisible, holy (rabbāntyyah), and spiritual entity which has 
a connection with the bodily heart; this invisible entity is the essen- 
tial reality of the human individual; it is that which of man perceives 
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and has rational knowledge and spiritual insight" (tilka [-latīfātu hiya 
hagiqatu |--nsani wa-hwa l-mudriku l-ālimu l-àrifu mina I->insān) 
(Ihy@ 3, p. 3, 16f.). The relationship of the intellectual soul to the cor- 
poreal heart "corresponds to the relationship of accidents to bodies 
and of attributes to the things they qualify (al->ausāfu bil-mawsufat), 
or to the relationship of what uses an instrument to the instrument, 
or to the relationship of what is in a place (al-mutamakkin) to the 
place,” but al-Ghazālī refuses to detail his thought on this, saying that 
It is a matter belonging properly to the higher speculative sciences 
(culūmu I-mukashafah) while this is a work on practical (sc., ethical) 
sciences ("uliūmu |-mu‘amalah) (p. 3, 18ff.)5 Later, he remarks that 
led by imagination and impressions formed on sense experience (al- 
takhayyul wal-wahm), people get confused when they try to think 
about the intellectual soul in terms of jawars and accidents; a special 
kind of enlightenment, one of a higher level than ordinary intellectual 
perception, is required in order to understand it (Iby@ 4, p. 112, roff.). 
Death may occur through proximate causes that are either interior to 
the body or exterior, but in either case it takes place “through causes 
that are determined in God's knowledge and are ordered with respect 
to one another” (b1~asbabin mugaddaratin fi ilmi llabi murattibatab) 
(by? 4, p. 112, 10ff.). “What is meant by ‘death’ is a man's being 
taken away from his possessions and thrust into another world which 
is not homologous with this world” (^a «alamin *ëkbara là yunāsibu 
hādhā |-alam) (Ihy@ 4, 478, 21f.) The death of a man is not the same 
as that of an animal. Concerning the former, he says (ibid., p. 477f.), 


Some people think that by death he ceases to exist and so long as he 
remains in the grave neither suffers pain through any punishment nor 
experiences delight in any reward until he is brought back on the day of 
the assembly. Others think that the spirit continues to exist (bagiyah) and 
does not pass out of existence through death and that it is spirits alone 
which undergo reward and punishment, not bodies, as these are neither 
raised up nor summoned together at all. These are all views which are 
incorrect and deviate from the truth. On the contrary, what is testified to 
by means of logical reasoning (turuq al-i‘tibar) and by the verses of Scrip- 
ture and the Prophetic Traditions is that the meaning of death is simply 
a change of state (tagbayyuru hal) and that the spirit continues to exist 
after its separation from the body. . . . The meaning of its being separated 
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from the body is the termination of its use of the body by the body's 
ceasing to be obedient to it. . . . The spirit has cognition of itself without 
any instrument (5i-nafsibà min ghayri alah) and for this reason it may of 
itself suffer the pain of various kinds of misery, affliction, and grief and 
experience the pleasure of various kinds of delight and joy. . . . Nor is it 
implausible that the spirit be returned to the body in the grave. . . . 


Al-Ghazālī seems to consider the soul to be a single jawkar. In 
speaking of the possibility of the reported “punishment of the grave,” 
he says (Ihy@ +, p. 487, 9—12): 


The intellect . . . has neither length nor breadth; indeed [this being] 
which in itself is indivisible is what apprehends beings (al-mudriku lil- 
*ashy@ ); if a man's bodily members were all dispersed and there remained 
only the perceptive particle which has no parts and is indivisible, man, 
who is endowed with intellect (a/-?insan al- ágil), would yet subsist and 
continue to exist in his entirety (di-kamalthi) and it is thus that he is after 
death, for death does not reside in this particle nor does non-existence 
befall it. 


The terms he uses here to speak of the rational soul are those em- 
ployed traditionally in the Ash‘arite school to speak of the atoms: 
it is a particle that is not constituted of smaller particles and therc- 
fore is indivisible (a/-juz?u . . . al-ladhi là yatajazza?u wa-là yanqasim) 
though one in which death (an accident in the traditional analysis) 
does not reside or inhere (lā yabullub#). And the verb he uses in say- 
ing that nonexistence does not befall this particle, *tara?a, yatræw, is 
commonly employed in traditional kalàm to speak of one accident's 
supplanting its contrary in the atom which is its subject or substrate 
(cp. Miķakk, p. 107). So too, the soul seems to be spoken of as an 


atom or particle in Iby%@ (4, p. 299, 27—28), where he says, “the heart . 


[i.e., the rational soul] is distinct from all the other parts of the body 
(mufārigun li-sā?iri *ajzāi l-badan) by virtue of an attribute by which 
it apprehends (yudriku) meanings which are neither imaginable nor 
perceptible, such as the apprehension of the creation of the world 
or of its need for a creator. . . ."*! What seems to be implied here 
is stated explicitly in Jawalur (p. 11), where al-Ghazālī says that the 
rational soul is one of the elemental parts that make up the totality 
of the human individual (min jumlati *ajz@i l-^adami) 5? According 
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to these descriptions, the rational soul will be incorporeal by defi- 
nition, in that it is a single jawhar, not a conglomerate of two or 
more jawhars ?ajz@ ) that are joined through a formal bonding or 
conjunction (?ētilāfi ta?lif). Nor is it so bound to any of the elemental 
parts that make up formally and as such the body which it inhab- 
its. On the other hand, it is not immediately clear what al-Ghazālī 
means when he says (I%yā 3, p. 3) that the relationship of the ratio- 
nal soul to the corporeal heart is analogous to that of “accidents to 
bodies and of attributes to the things they qualify." He explicitly ac- 
knowledges the problematic nature of this characterization (Ihy# 4, 
P: 112), however, and this description of the souls relation to the 
body would appear to be a kind of elementary tagrīb, as al-Mutawalli 
(p- 57, 3f.), for example, speaks of the pneuma as “an attribute which 
subsists in the body? (sifatun tagūmu fi [-jismi), since it is the pneuma 
which causes the body to be alive (mujibun lil-hayah) 53 Though, as 
we have seen, he says that it governs the body through the brain, al- 
Ghazali nonetheless formally and explicitly associates the soul with 
the heart, as he says in I%yā? (3, p. 3) that the soul has a connection 
(ta‘allug) with the bodily heart and that it is “in the heart” (Ihyæ@ 
3, P. 3, and Mishkāk, p. 43), even though some of the operations of 
its faculties may take place in other organs, as, for example, imagina- 
tion (al-takhayyul) resides in the brain (e.g., Mihakk, p. 27, 4ff., and 
Mustasfā 1, p. 34, 2ff.), as does the estimative faculty as well (Mustasfa 
I, p. 46, 15).** We should note here a passage in Mihakk (pp. 27f., re- 
peated in Mustasfā 1, p. 34) in which al-Ghazālī says that in addition to 
imagination and wa/zn, “there is a third, noble faculty here by which 
man is distinguished from the animals, which is named "intellec? and 
whose locus (*maķall) is either in the brain or the heart; those who 
consider the soul to be an independent being that does not occupy 
space (jawharun gāimun bi-dhatihi ghayru mutahayyiz) say that the 
locus (mahall) of the intellect is the soul.” 5 The passage is somewhat 
curious. The initial statement seems, on first reading, to be that of 
the author, as he asserts, seemingly in his own voice, that the locus 
of the intellect is either in the heart or the brain. The doctrine indi- 
cated is manifestly that of the mutakallimūn, for whom intellection 
(al-*agl) is an accident which subsists in a material subject. (Note, 
however, that al-Ghazālī here terms it a “power/faculty”: guwwah.) 
Later in Mihakk, however, he makes his intention clear when he takes 
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up the question of the nature of life and the pneuma and the soul 
(pp. 132ff.), something he will decline to do in Igtisād, written only 
a short time later. Here in Mthakk he sets forth several views of the 
ontology of life in the living human individual. The first is that God 
creates sense, volition, the power to act, etc., in the body and, given 
these attributes, it is said to be alive or, according to others, that God 
creates in the body an attribute called life which is the condition of 
the reception of sensation, the power to act, etc. He does not bother 
to say that these views are those of various mutakallimün, but notes 
simply that they are inadequate. The second view, which follows the 
doctrines of the physicians, is that in addition to the accident, life 
there must be something else, namely, *the pneuma which is an in- 
visible body in the heart and the brain and which flows to the other 
parts of the body through the arteries. As for ‘soul’, however, it has 
no proper referent.” The third view, held by some, is that in addi- 
tion to life and the pneuma there is something else, “an independent 
entity (mawjūdun gā?imun bi-nafšibi) which does not occupy space." 
Subsequently, he details this third view (pp. 136f.), stating that there 
is a third party who recognize the existence of the pneuma, but go 
on to say, 


this pneuma, however, is in the body and there is here another entity, 
referred to as the soul, which is such that it is an independent being 
(gēimun bi-nafsihi) that does not occupy space and whose relation to the 
body is that of God to the world, neither within the world nor outside of 
it. They point out that the pneuma is a divisible body and that its parts 
resemble one another, so that if it were that which in man governs and 
has mental perception, this would belong to each of the many individual 
pneumas and it would be possible that there be in its parts (ajzīubā ) 
both the knowledge of something <and ignorance of it> and it would 
both know it and not know it. Accordingly, there must be something 
that is throughout [the whole body] and is indivisible. But every body 
is divisible. (They claim that a body which is not divisible into parts is 
logically impossible.) Along with this they raise the question of how the 
pneuma could go free and remain in place during sleep. If it were to 
leave the body during sleep, [the body] would be dead, not alive. And, 
since imaginings and knowledge that are not accessible by way of ordi- 
nary sight are true (sa4iķak), they claim that no body that is separable 
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from the sleeper leaves him, for were it to return to him it would, since 
bodies don't interpenetrate one another, enter some aperture and if the 
sleeper's mouth and nose were held fast shut and then he were awakened, 
he would wake up. In this connection, they take innumerable things into 
consideration. They say also that if there were only the body and the 
pneuma, the Prophet would have said so. An invisible body is something 
that is readily understood (mafhūm); the only thing that is not readily 
understood [p. 137] is an entity (mawjūd) that is neither inside the body 
nor outside it. The first group [sc., the mutakallimün] say this is logically 
impossible, since the negation is the assertion of a contingent entity that 
is neither inside nor outside the body, something that is logically impos- 
sible. This is the order of their reasoning. If you ask what position is in 
fact true in this matter, know that those who arc asked concerning the 
spirit*6 either don't know, in which case no clear answer is possible, or 
they do know and so are not allowed to go into the matter, for the spirit 
is God's mystery (sirr Allah), just as being eternal is God's mystery and 
God's Apostle (prayer and peace be upon him) did not grant permission 
to go into an explanation of it. . . . Anyone who is ignorant of the spirit 
does not know himself? so how can he think that he knows God and 
His angels and grasps the knowledge of the first people and the last, not 
having come to know himself. 


Here, as often elsewhere in Mihakk as well as in other works, al- 
Ghazālī presents several distinct views on the topic, but this time, 
though explicitly rejecting none of the three, he nonetheless gives a 
fairly clear indication of where his own preference lies. He knows but 
is not free to divulge the truth of the matter explicitly. The soul does 
not occupy space; it is an immaterial entity. Later, he will be more 
explicit, in Mishkah (p. 44), when he says that one cannot talk of 
the soul as of bodies in terms of near and far, compares it to “God's 
light,” and cites the Tradition, “God created Adam in his own form 
(‘ala sūratihī).”** In this section of Miķākk, al-Ghazālī does not name 
either the falāsifa or those of the mutakallimün who hold the other 
two views that he mentions. (The physicians are named, but only as 


. those whose science is the origin of the position regarding life held 


by the great majority of the orthodox school theologians. It is not 
altogether implausible that al-Ghazālī takes the trouble to name them 
at all in order obliquely to call the attention of his readers to the fact 
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that certain of their commonly accepted doctrines originate in pagan 
antiquity (cp. Mungidh, pp. 102f.). In an earlier passage, however, 
where he treats the question of how knowledge of the conclusion fol- 
lows from that of the premises (Miķakk, pp. 76f. and Mustasfā 1, pp. 
s2ff.), he explicitly associates the various positions mentioned with 
those who hold them, namely, the Murtazila, the Ash‘arites (“our 
fellows”), and the falāsifa. The position of the latter, he says, is that 
it takes place through “the mind's having been made ready through 
the presence of the premises together with this understanding for 
the emanation of the conclusion from the giver of intelligible forms, 
which is the agent intellect.”5 Here, the indication al-Ghazālī gives 
of his own position is somewhat less direct than in his discussion of 
life and the soul. He notes that neither the theses of “our fellows” nor 
that of the falasifa make the achievement ofthe knowledge of the con- 
clusion an effect caused directly by the human agent's own power of 
acting, apparently thus rejecting the position of the Mu‘tazila, and he 
concludes by telling the reader that he ought not to concern himself 
with the usual and generally accepted doctrines but rather with those 
that clearly convey the truth (Jā yanbagbi ?an yakūna shaghluka bil- 
kalami I-mu*tàdi I-mashhūr, bal bil-kalāmi I-mufidi l-mudih) (Mthakk, 
P- 77, sft. = Mustasfā 1, pp. 53f.).©° 

When al-Ghazālī says that the soul of itself has cognition without 
any instrument (talamu |~-ashywa bi-nafsibà min ghayri >ālah) (Ihyā? 
4; P. 478, 5; cp. Mishkah, p. 44, 3ff.), he obviously does not mean that 
it has this knowledge per se, since its knowledge is received passively 
from the angel which serves as the agent intellect.$! He means rather 
that it is itself the immediate recipient and locus (mahall) of the intel- 
lectual perception that it is given. He does not speak of intellectual 
perception (al-*idrak) or cognition (al-<ilm, al-ma‘rifah) explicitly as 
an “accident”, but following his description of the soul as a jawhar, 
this would not be inconsistent. Life, on the other hand, is the con- 
dition of cognition (e.g., Ibyi? 4, p. 87, 4f.). Al-Ghazālī does not 
say that life is present as an accident in the rational soul. The asser- 
tions that after the death of the body, the soul continues in existence 
(tabgā) as a perceiving and knowing subject and does not die and 
that death does not reside in it, do not necessarily imply that of and 
in itself as such it has life and is immortal, but this is nevertheless 
almost certainly what he means. When, following the usage of the 
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Ash'arite theologians, he says in Igtisād that accidents endure only 


_ fora time, he is speaking specifically in terms of the body, not of the 


soul. In Mzbakk (e.g., pp. 25f.), Mustasfa (c.g., 1, p. 13), and elsewhere, 
as we have seen, he speaks of attributes (sifah) which, though not ele- 
ments of the essences of their subjects, belong to them, nonetheless, 
as concomitant properties (lawazim) and are, therefore, permanent 
in them so long as they exist.? It would seem likely that it is thus 
that he considers life to be in the rational soul, though he may well 
consider it an essential attribute. 

When al-Ghazālī speaks in his own voice (Ihy@ 4, p. 478) of the 
souls using (tasarrafa) the body and says (Ify@ 3, p. 3) that it employs 
(ista*mala) the body as a tool or instrument (alah) (cf. also Mishkah, 
P. 79, 1ff.), it is clear enough that he is in fundamental agreement 
with the position presented as that of the falasifa in Igtisad (p. 215, 
sf.), wherefore one must ask exactly why in this passage he does not 
merely refuse to go into the question of “the spirit and the soul and 
life and their essential natures" but apologizes for having accepted 
the doctrine of the falāsifa as the basis of an argument against them 
in Tahafut. 

We have, then, to look more closely at the whole discussion of the 
possibility of the resurrection in Igtisad. He begins (p. 213) by say- 
ing that God has the power to create anew a being He once created 
but which has ceased to exist as such. To a question as to whether 
the jawhars and accidents are both re-created or only the accidents, 
he says that in principle either is possible, but he examines only the 
latter case. The body, he says, *continues to exist having the form 
(sé#rah) of dust, for example, while life, color, dampness, composition 
(tarkib) and disposition (bayah) and a whole set of other accidents 
cease to exist in it”;** and that what is meant by creating anew (al- 
> ādal) is that either these very same accidents or accidents identical 
to them are created, “for life in our view is an accident and accidents 
do not have permanence of existence, but what exists in each hour 
is another accident." In the resurrection, then, the individual lives 
again with the restoration of life, and the other requisite accidents, 
to the original material constituents of the earthly body. Concerning 
the other alternative, i.e., that the original body, too, is created anew, 
al-Ghazālī draws out the distinction between creating an identically 
similar body and creating anew the very same body, but says that it 
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would take too long to go into the issue here. It is at this point that 
he offers his apology for having adopted the position of the falāsifa 
in his counterargument in Takāfit. One facet of the problem is clear 
enough. Al-Ghazālī here presents the traditional conception of the 
question of the resurrection, according to which man is conceived as 
a body having a particular structure and configuration (e.g., Mujar- 
rad, pp. 146, 4ff., and 291, 9ff., and Tambid, $329) and the individual is 
identified with the body (or more narrowly as every particle in which 
there is life; e.g., Gbunya, fol. 156r, 17), wherefore it must be in some 
way that the very same body comes to exist again at the last judgment 
(e.g., Mujarrad, p. 146, 15ff.). In Igtisad, however, he is not concerned 
to go into the complexities of this view. (The restoration of the *acci- 
dent" of life will involve the reintroduction of the pneuma, etc.) In 
the traditional school theology, the nafs is not the individual human 
subject, the locus of cognition, volition, experience, etc. so that the 
acceptance in Tahafut of the thesis that the soul continues to exist 
as such and that the possibility of the resurrection is given with the 
possibility of its being restored to “a body" (badanun mina l-abdān), 
that is, to whatever body that can be appropriately governed by the 
soul, is inconsistent and incompatible with traditional school doc- 
trinc. That, given the doctrine of the immortality of the rational soul, 
the question of having or not having the exact same body becomes to 
some extent, if not essentially, irrelevant is important in this context. 
Moreover, the Neoplatonic view of the soul espoused by the falāsifa 
is attacked by al-Ansari in his Ghunyah (fol. 151v), and this, certainly, is 
not irrelevant in the background and context of al-Ghazali’s relation 
to the school. The studied apology for the procedure of Tahafut and 
his overtly distancing himself from a conception of the rational soul 
which he in fact holds to be true would seem to indicate that there 
had been some direct and explicit criticism of this part of Tahafut. 
Criticism concerning what he said or may have implied concerning 
the resurrection would be a particularly serious matter, because the 
doctrine ofthe resurrection is one ofthe primary articles of faith (one 
of the >wsgl al-din) about which diversity of interpretation is, in prin- 
ciple, not allowed. In this connection one notes with what care he 
formulates his conclusions concerning the punishment of the grave 
in Ihy@ (4, pp. 484f.), where he says: 


Two "Ash'arite" Tracts 65 


There are three levels of assent to things such as this. The first is the 
most obvious and the soundest and the safest (alazharu wal~asahhu wal- 
"aslam) 66 namely that you assent to the proposition that [these snakes] 
exist and bite the deceased. You can't really see this, however, because this 
[bodily] eye cannot see the things of the immaterial world (a/-^wmar al- 
malakutiyyah) and everything pertaining to the next life belongs to the 
immaterial world (‘alamu I-malakut). . . . The second is that you reflect 
on the case of one who is asleep and that during sleep he sometimes sees 
a snake which bites him and because of this senses pain to the point that 
you see his forehead sweat. . . . The third is that you know that snakes 
themselves do not cause pain, but rather what you feel that is from them 
is the poison and the poison, furthermore, is not the pain; your suffering 
is, rather, the effect (al->athar) which takes place in you as a result of the 
poison. If this effect were to take place without the actual presence of the 
poison the suffering might even be greater. The fact is that it is impos- 
sible to make this sort of suffering known except by ascribing it to that 
which customarily brings it about. . . . My advice is neither to do a lot of 
speculation concerning the detail of this nor to preoccupy yourself with 
knowing it; preoccupy yourself rather with avoiding the punishment in 
whatever way it may occur.67 


The circumspection of this statement is paralleled already at the be- 
ginning of I%yā (1, pp. 20f.) where, speaking about knowledge of 
the immaterial world, the means of whose attainment he intends to 
present, he outlines various stages (*magāmāt) that people reach and 
occupy with respect to their understanding and conception of the 
nature of things such as the punishment of the grave, the next life, 
etc., once they have assented to the basic truths of the revelation. 
Here again, al-Ghazālī goes on to say (p. 21, 1sf.) that “the knowl- 
edge of these things (hadhili I-*ulim) is not written down in books 
and those whom God has blessed with some part of it communi- 
cate it only to those who are worthy of it ?ablubi).” That he speaks 
of "three levels of assent? and implies that each of the three has its 
own mode of validity is important. His treatment of this topic here 
in Ihy# may be a key to understanding his apparent denial in Igtisād 
(p- 215) of something that manifestly he believes. He insists there on 
bodily resurrection in the same body, but does he really mean this 
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is to be taken in a strictly literal sense? To judge by how he treats 
the punishment of the grave in the passage we have just examined, 
one would suspect not. The statement made in Igtisād (p. 215) that 
this is not the place to discuss “the pneuma and the soul and life and 
their essential natures” might easily be taken as referring the reader 
to the section of Miķakk "Concerning the Definition of Life” (pp. 
132ff.) where all three are discussed, particularly in view of the fact 
that he has explicitly referred to Miķakk already in the fourth preface 
of Iqtisad (p. 15). 


To return to our original question, then, al-Ghazālī plainly rec- 
ognizes several classes of jawhars, that is, of contingent indepen- 
dent entities, the most basic division being between those which are 
material and occupy space and those which are immaterial and do 
not occupy space. In Miķakk his description of the rational soul as 
jawharun q@imun bi-nafihi ghayru mutahayyiz is contextually pre- 
sented in such a way as to suggest that the language of the formula- 
tion may not be his own. Elsewhere, however, he seems to describe 
the soul (or intellect) as a jawhar while speaking plainly in his own 
voice (e.g., Ipy@ +, p. 487; cited on p. 58 above). His tendency not to 
employ 'jawkar so commonly as a general equivalent of mawjūdun 
q@imun bi-nafsikī may well be due to the fact that he wishes to avoid 
gratuitous usage of the terminology of the falasifa. As we have seen, 
al-Ghazālī also employs ‘mana’ of the rational soul, but this is a very 
neutral expression having a very general sense of “thing” without any 
direct connotation that its referent is an entity, strictly speaking * He 
also refers to the soul by “ayn’, a word which is often employed by 
the Ashrarites in the sense of an individual existent entity? and as an 
equivalent of ‘dha?’ and ‘naf? and by the falāsifa as an equivalent of 
Jawhar. Al-Ghazālī several times describes the rational soul by juz” 
(and fuzun là yatajazza”), an expression which in traditional kalam 
designates the material atom as such. Used of the soul by al-Ghazālī, 
however, juz” plainly means an indivisible entity which, as such, is 
a discrete element of the living human composite. Al-Ghazili’s char- 
acterizations of bodies, on the other hand, consistently reflect the 
Ashtarite usage and seem plausibly to indicate the traditional atom- 
ism. In presenting his own views in his own voice he does not speak 
in the correlative terms of “matter” and “form.” The statement in 
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Mfyār (p. 171) that the mutakallimün “use Jawhar particularly for 
the single jawhar that occupies space and is indivisible” could be read 
as indicating that he recognizes the material atom and holds that 
bodies are not infinitely divisible. This does not, however, seem to 
have been a topic al-Ghazālī considered to be of central importance 
to his theology, and because of his tendency to employ traditional 
language wherever convenient, the evidence remains to some extent 
inconclusive. That he recognizes the existence of indivisible smallest 
parts of material bodies does not necessarily mean that he will re- 
ject the use of Jawhar to describe a composite body or the idea that 
bodies (some bodies, at least) have natures (haqiq or khawās) or 
"forms"? Jawhar is equivocal. 


The Rational Evidence of Prophecy 


In Igtisād al-Ghazali says that the truth of the Prophet’s 
message is not self-evident but is manifest through miracles (p. ros, 
2f.), and he goes on (p. 198; cp. Qudsiyyab, p. 92, $10 = Ihy?? 1, p. 113, 
iff.) to give the usual kalam arguments that the miracles worked on 
behalf of prophets are distinguishable from magic and things merely 
imagined. Elsewhere, however, he says (e.g., Oistās, pp. 66f. and 
Mungidh, pp. 149f.) that the evidential value of miracles is ambivalent, 
not to say inconclusive. He understands prophecy (al-nubuwwah) to 
be a level or mode of understanding which transcends that of ordi- 
nary experience and of conceptual reasoning, in which the soul comes 
to know things knowledge of which cannot be attained by any.other 
means."! The fact of prophecy, he says, is evidenced in the occurrence 
of such phenomena as dreams in which remote or future events are 
presented either as such or in symbolic form (Mungidh, pp. 145f.), 
and, similarly, the original discovery of the particulars of medicine 
and astrology must have been prophetic (Mungidh, pp. 146f. and 
161f.). Miracles are analogous insofar as they are manifest and pub- 
licly witnessed phenomena. The fact and truth of all other proper 
characteristics (khawāss) of prophecy, however, can be known only 
through one's own interior experience (al-dkawg) that is had by fol- 
lowing the methods of the sufi way (Mungidh, p. 147, 16ff.). That is, 
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given one's own experience of direct spiritual enlightenment, he is 
able to recognize the presence of such enlightenment in another, just 
as one trained in medicine or law is able to recognize and distinguish 
an expert from one who is not; such knowledge is given in direct 
intuition (it is darzr?) and is not subject to rational doubt (Qistas, 
pp. 66f. and Mungidh, pp. 147ff. and 161ff.). It is only in this way, that 
is, by being able to recognize the states of the soul (anal) which are 
characteristic of prophecy, that one can be absolutely certain that a 
given individual is truly a prophet; and in confirmation of his thesis, 
al-Ghazali cites a Tradition (Qistas, p. 67, 3f.) according to which the 
Prophet said, you shall not know the truth through the man; know, 
rather, the truth and you shall recognize the one who has it.” This 
al-Ghazālī does not bring up in Igtisād, since it would be alien to 
the literary form and conventions of the kalam manual and also be- 
cause the audience to which he considers such works to be properly 
addressed neither possess nor seck such higher levels of spiritual or 
intellectual perfection. What he says concerning prophecy here is of 
considerable significance for our understanding of al-Ghazalr's the- 
ology in that it is an explicit acknowledgment of the particular kind 
of nonrational foundation that underlies his often pretentious claims 
to rationally justified knowledge. 


Al-Qudsiyyah 


Regarding a/-Oudsiyyah, it is important to keep in mind 
that when al-Ghazali incorporates the work into the second book 
of Ihy@ *ulum al-din, he has notified the reader already in Book I 
(€.g., pp. 2of. and 36f.) and again in Book II (p. 98, 28fF.) that higher 
knowledge of the true meaning of the revelation concerning cre- 
ation, cosmology, the soul, etc., can be imparted only to those who 
are spiritually and intellectually prepared to receive it, and presum- 
ably the reader is not so prepared until he has fully absorbed what 
is contained in the first twenty books of the work, following which 
he will be introduced to an understanding of basic theological truths 
that is very different in form and conception from that set out in al- 
Qudsiyyab. It should be recalled here that, as we saw earlier, al-Ghazali 
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makes a point of disparaging kalam in a number of places in Books I 
and II of Ihya@. 

In reading R. al-Qudsiyyah we find no such difficulties as we do in 
Iqtisad. The entire work is written in very traditional language, but 
in such a way that there is no conflict with the psychological, cosmo- 
logical, and metaphysical doctrines that will follow it in Ikyē. The 
discussion of the human agent’s power of acting and its relation to the 
occurrence of his “performance” (kasb) is formulated in very tradi- 
tional terms (pp. 87ff. = Ipy@ 1, p. 110, 13ff.). God creates (tkhtara‘a) 
the action and also the act of the agent’s power of voluntary action 
(qudrab), the choice and the thing chosen, wherefore it is God's act in 
its being created and is the human agent’s performance in its coming 
to be as the object of his power of voluntary action. The formulation 
is that of the classical Ash‘arite manuals and so expressly evokes their 
doctrine. If, however, ‘create’ is understood in the formal sense in 
which al-Ghazālī employs it later in Ip, then the thesis asserted is 
altogether different from that intended by similarly formulated state- 
ments found in the traditional manuals.” Later, in discussing how it 
was that Muhammad saw the angel Gabriel and heard his speaking 
while his companions did not, al-Ghazālī says (p. 92, ult. = Ihyā 1, 
113, 22; cp. Igtisād, p. 217), that they failed to perceive this “since God 
did not create hearing and sight for them” (dā lam yakblug labumu 
Fsama wal-rwyah). Given the language and tone of the tract, this 
sounds very much as if he is speaking of an occasionalistic alteration 
of the usual course of events, but in view of al-Ghazàlr's formal use of 
"khalaqa, yakhlugu' it need not, and should not, be so understood 7? 

When he comes to treat of the resurrection in Oudsiyyah (p. 89, 
3ff. = Ihy@ 1, p. 113, 14ff.), the discussion is simple and apparently 
straightforward. Nothing is said that might raise the question of the 
immateriality of the soul or its continued existence after the death of 
the body. He says simply that God has the power to restore some- 
thing after causing it to cease to exist (ba‘da Fifi), without saying 
what it is that ceases to exist or, indeed, saying whether the soul or 
the pneuma do or do not in fact cease to exist. Following this he 
takes up the dogma of the interrogation of the deceased by the angels 
Munkar and Nakīr, and presents essentially the same argument for 
its possibility that he had in Igtisād (p. 217). This is possible, he says, 
"since the only thing that is required is that life be restored to onc 
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of the parts (juz?wn mina l?ajzi?) in which there is understanding 
of spoken discourse."?* In traditional Ash‘arite doctrine, life is an 
accident whose presence in the subject is the condition of percep- 
tion. Al-Ghazali does not say here, however, exactly what he means 
by the restoration of life to one of the original particles. When, then, 
he raises the question of the punishment of the grave for someone 
the parts of whose body have been dispersed in the bellies of preda- 
tors and the craws of scavenging birds, he says (p. 93, sf. = Ibyë 1, 
P: 14, 4f.), “That of animals which perceives pain are special par- 
ticles to which God has the power to restore perception? (?ajz@un 
makhsusatun yagdiru Wahu ‘ala l^*àdati I-”idrāki >ilayhā). It may be 
that by specifying “of animals” rather than “of men” (mina |~insan) 
al-Ghazālī's aim is one of avoiding the question of the intellectual 
soul as distinguishable from its lower faculties that may be associated 
with the pneuma or animal spirit. Again, note that the argument of 
Oudstyyah does not formally assert that it is the pneuma of the indi- 
vidual which, as such, undergoes the punishment of the grave, but 
only that God has the power to restore perception to some “part” (or 
parts) of the individual after it has become altogether separated from 
the body. The sole aim of the argument was to assert that it lies in 
God's power to cause the deceased to undergo a kind of (corporal) 
punishment.”5 In the school tradition, the pneuma is a recognized 
component of the living human organism as such, whence to focus 
the argument on it raises no questions. More importantly, however, 
one notes with regard to the context in which Qudsiyyah is to be read 
and interpreted that later in I4yā? (4, p. 487; cited on p. 56 above) al- 
Ghazālī will refer to the intellect (i.e., the rational soul) as a “part” or 
"particle" which is immortal; already in Book I (p. 54, 24; cited above, 
chap. 3, n. 56) he describes it as something divine or holy (^ilàbi) that 
is more noble than visible bodies. So again, as earlier in Igtisād, al- 
Ghazālī has seemingly upheld the traditional thesis without formally 
and unambiguously committing himself to its usual interpretation. 


Two "Ash'arite" Tracts 71 


Summary 


Al-Ghazālī composed Igtisād as a theological handbook, 
and this within the tradition of the Ash‘arite school. This was the 
theological tradition in which he as well as the majority of the scholars 
who made up the better part of his prospective and intended audi- 
ence had been formed. In addition, however, the work was conceived 
and written within the broader, implicit context of his higher the- 
ology with its cosmological determinism of secondary causes, prox- 
imate and remote. Accordingly, Igtisad is to be viewed as an attempt 
to bring the traditional school theology somehow into harmony with 
his own thinking—to recast it in such a way that it could be given a 
legitimate place within the wider context of his own theology. It sets 
forth, explains, and justifies the basic doctrines of Islam (al-‘ag@id) 
in a manner he deems to be appropriate for the schools, that is, in a 
form similar to that in which the religious scholars and theologians 
were trained and which is therefore accessible to them and adequate 
to their needs and intellectual abilities. It is thus “the proper mean” 
(al-igtisād) between the level on which doctrine should be presented 
to ordinary people who are not scholars and that which is accessible 


_ only to those who have reached the threshold of the highest religious 


understanding and insight. The higher-level theoretical understand- 
ing of what is discussed is taken into account and, in a sense, governs 
the theology of Igtisād. Not only does al-Ghazālī say nothing which, 
most formally and strictly interpreted, would be inconsistent with 
this more advanced theology (though hairs here and there must be 
split with a microtome), but the presence of elements of the latter 
is hinted at more or less directly in several places, as we have seen. 
Viewed on a superficial level, the traditional theses are retained and 
set out against the usual collection of countertheses, while the lan- 
guage is, so to speak, updated by an admixture of Aristotelian and, 
in some cases, expressly Avicennan terms and concepts, a procedure 
justified on one level because of the growing interest in the teach- 
ing of the falasifa, whose influence is evident already in al-Juwayni’s 
R. al-Nizamiyyah. As we have seen, however, the matter is much more 
complex than this. Traditional arguments are retained where conve- 
nient (where there is no serious difference between the traditional 
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argument as commonly understood and al-Ghazālī's understanding 
of the argument and its implications concerning the thesis) and are 
modified or nuanced or fudged where suitable or necessary. 

In its basic conception and structure, the proof given in Igtisad 
for the contingency of the world and the existence of God is the tra- 
ditional one based on bodies and accidents, even though al-Ghazālī 
considers it formally imperfect and inadeguate. It is adequate, how- 
ever, and suitable within the intellectual context of the school tra- 
dition, where its ontological presuppositions are well known. Al- 
Ghazālī expressly points the reader toward the Avicennan ontology, 
which he considers the proper conceptual foundation for a truly de- 
monstrative proof, by inserting it at the end of the general state- 
ment of the argument (pp. 25f.), before he sets out to prove the 
several premises. Thus, at the end of the paragraph he says (p. 26, 1), 
"wa-naknu lā nurīdu bil-sababi >illā I-murajjih.” Here, the language is 
purely that of Avicenna, and al-Ghazālī's own preference for it is evi- 
dent from the emphasis marked by ‘nainw as the formal subject of 
the sentence.” He will, of course, have to go beyond this argument 
for the contingency of the world in order to argue that the world has 
existed for only a finite period of time. 

Similarly, al-Ghazili retains the traditional argument for the divine 
origin and authority of the revelation on the basis of miracles, even 
though he considers it to be imperfect, for miracles constitute the 
only evidence that is formally appropriate to a tract of this kind and 
intellectually accessible to its presumed audience. In the proof for the 
possibility of the resurrection, he offers, as we have seen, an apology 
for the implied presuppositions of his earlier argument in Tahāfut, 
but stops short of making clear his own thought on the subject, 
although his mention of *the soul, the spirit, and life” not only indi- 
cates that there is something more to be considered but constitutes a 
clear cross-reference to the discussion of Mihakk (pp. 136f.), where his 
views are more or less clearly indicated. The question of secondary 
causes and the universality of God’s action intimately involves that 
of the cosmological role of celestial agents and their determination 
of the activity of sublunary causes and discussion of these matters 
he had expressly excluded at the outset when he stated (p. 4) that 
he would here consider the world only as it is created by God (only 


as "God's making”: santu lab), with the result that in a number of 
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places the discussion seems full of earnest inconclusiveness. Concern- 
ing the ground of ethical judgments and the thesis that God is not 
subject to ethical obligation, he offers definitions that as stated can 
be superficially harmonized with traditional definitions, but whose 
basic conception, since he holds that both God's acts and His com- 
mands can be fully rationalized, is not compatible with traditional 
teaching. The overall incompatibility of al-Ghazālf's intention with 
the traditional theology only becomes manifest, however, when set 
within the broader context of his higher theology, and the reader to 
whom Igtisād is ostensibly addressed is not presumed to possess this 
broader context, wherefore it is kept just beyond the explicit horizon 
of the text. 

As we have noted, religious scholars who were thoroughly ac- 
quainted with the traditions of the schools could hardly have failed 
to perceive that Igtisād is by no means an ordinary manual of tra- 
ditional Ash‘arite theology and that in a number of important re- 
spects al-Ghazālī modifies or sets aside the traditional teaching of 
the school either directly or indirectly. The direction of his thought 
had to be altogether obvious to anyone who had read Miyār and 
Miakk, to which the reader is referred at the outset (p. 15). In reply 
to questions regarding the orthodoxy of his thought, he attaches as 
an appendix to Igtisad a chapter (pp. 246ff.) concerning the juridical 
conditions under which accusations of unbelief (kufr) may validly be 
madc. Here, he insists that assertions which do not in fact formally 
reject the teaching of the Koran or of the Prophet cannot serve as the 
basis for such an accusation, however they may be viewed by people 
who do not fully understand them. Belief is assent to what is au- 
thentically taught in the Koran and in the prophetic Traditions, and 
unbelief is the intentional rejection of it as false. One has, however, 
here to distinguish the fundamental articles of faith (the usül al-din) 
from secondary teachings (the firz-). The former are given plainly 
and unambiguously in the Koran and the Traditions; to assent to 
them is Belief, and to assert the contrary of any of them is unbelief. It 
is for this reason that al-Ghazali is so sensitive to criticism regarding 
what he had previously said concerning the resurrection. The latter, 
by contrast, are subject to dispute so that falsity of interpretation 
does not entail unbelief, since there can be incomplete or erroneous 
notions, learned or unlearned, of the ultimate sense of what is taught 
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that remain nonetheless compatible with the ?u$2/ and so represent 
assent to them (pp. 246f.). The elaborate and inconclusive discussion 
of the human power of voluntary action and the patently tendentious 
treatment of the question of tawallud are due to the fact that these 
are passionately contested topics in the Ash‘arite opposition to the 
Muttazila. Igtisād is composed as an Ash‘arite manual, and the refu- 
tation of these theses is formally required. Al-Ghazali does not seek 
unnecessary conflict with the school, but rather, if possible, to lead 
them in the direction of his own point of view. That the Hanbalites 
would accuse him of unbelief was a foregone conclusion; they would 
have done so even if he had written an altogether traditional hand- 
book, such as al-Juwayni's Irshad or al-Mutawallīs Mughni. Their 
opposition can only have been of minor concern to him. The ap- 
pendix concerning takfir addresses doubtless not only opposition to 
elements of Tabafut other than the argument concerning the resur- 
rection, but likely looks also to criticism, present or anticipated by 
members of his own school whose agreement he plainly hoped to 
gain, to things in Mthakk and Mi‘yar as well as to things he intended 
to say in I/yz. | 


With Qudstyyah we have a second summary of apparently Ash‘arite 
theology, though on a simpler and much more elementary scale than 
Iqtisad. Here, however, in conspicuous contrast to Igtisād, al-Ghazālī 
adheres closely to the traditional language and argumentation of the 
school. Because the work is restricted to a very elementary level and 
by virtue of the care with which all assertions are formulated, he is 
able to carry this off without making any statements that are formally 
inconsistent with his higher theology. What we have in Qudsiyyab is, 
in effect, an elementary chatechism of manifestly Ash‘arite form. The 
subsequent placement of Qudsiyyah as a doctrinal summary in the 
second book of I/ye^, then, can be seen from two angles which give 
complementary views of its significance within the context. Qudsiy- 
yah is, as al-Ghazālī states in the immediately preceding context (Ihy® 
1, PP. 97f.), basically a catechetical manual, suitable for young people 
to protect them from the influence of heretical disputations. Accord- 
ingly, it stands as an element of Book IL at the beginning of Iya’, in 
order to set forth the basic level of religious assent required to form 
the ground starting from which the reader is to undertake the culti- 
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vation of the religious duties and ascetical practices (murāmalāt), the 
significance and value of which will be presented in the following por- 
tions ofthe work. Already in Book I (p. 33, 30), well before the intro- 
duction of Oudsiyya, there is a reference to Book XXXV (K. al-Tawhid 
wal-tawakkul) where many elements of the higher theology will be 
presented. By devotedly carrying out all the practices and exercises set 
forth here, the reader will eventually come to be ready to receive the 
highest religious knowledge and insight (ma‘rifah, basirab), and can 
in fact do so without ever having to take up the formal study of kalam. 
Concomitantly, Qudstyyah serves here to demonstrate to the reader 
that the foundation on which the elaborate exposition which follows 
is constructed is one of traditional orthodoxy and that the various 
elements of his higher theology that will appear in the subsequent 
books are intrinsically consistent and are also genuinely orthodox.”” 
The downplay of both Igtisad and Qudsiyya as lower-level handbooks 
for individuals whose religious and intellectual development reaches 
but little beyond that of simple, uneducated people already points in 
the same direction. And so too, the preceding polemic in Books I 
and II concerning the generally low intellectual level of the tradi- 
tional school theology and the average mutakallim’s lack of serious 
religious insight not only reflects al-Ghazali’s opinion of the school 


_theologians, but also serves as a preparatory apologetic for the depar- 


tures from their common teaching that will follow later in the course 
of the book.” 


4. Open Conflict with the 


Ash'arite School 


Faysal al-tafriqah and al-Munqidh min al-dalal 


Ihyæ was followed by Magsad and Mishkah, in both 
of which the formal teaching of traditional Ash‘arite kalam is re- 
jected outright and the central elements, psychological, metaphysical, 
and cosmological, of al-Ghazālī's higher theology presented plainly 
and without circumlocution. The traditional form and content of 
Oudsiyya and its placement at the beginning of Iya? could hardly 
have been expected to assure all of al-Ghazālf's readers of his ortho- 
doxy and there ensued a strong reaction on the part of some against 
his theological teaching because of its departure from the traditional 
theology of the schools. This is made clear in the opening of Faysal 
(pp. sf.), where al-Ghazālī speaks of “a party of those who are envious 
of one of our books which treats of the essential truths concerning 
religious duties and practices ?asraru muāmalāti l-din) and who be- 
lieve that there are things in it which are contrary to the teaching 
of the earlier fellows of the school and the professors of theology 
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(al~ashab al-mutagaddimīn wa-mash@ikhi I-mutakallimīn) and that to 
deviate from the teaching of al-Ash‘ari even by so much as a span is 
unbelief.”! 

Al-Ghazālī was very much stung by this condemnation, for there 
follows (pp. 7f.) a vehement polemic in which, through the intro- 
duction of a series of verses from the Koran, he depicts his own situa- 
tion as he suffers the attacks of his opponents as equivalent to that 
of the Prophet who had to face the opposition of the pagan unbe- 
lievers of Mecca. Their opposition is oppressive, but if God so willed 
He would give all of them right guidance (Q6,35). They will accept 
no evidence of the truth of the message (Qrs,1s, and 6,7) and even 
were angels to be sent down to them and the dead to speak to them, 
they will still not believe unless God wills; most of them are igno- 
rant of the truth (Q6,111). Indicating the formal topic of the book, 
al-Ghazālī goes on to say that the knowledge of the true nature of 
unbelief (kufr) and belief (?iman) and of error and truth are not re- 
vealed to minds that are polluted by the quest for status and wealth, 
but only to those that are purified by rigorous ascetic and intellectual 
discipline so as to become like polished mirrors (cp. Ihya? 3, p. 12; 
cited on p. 26 above) and to shine like the lamp mentioned in sirat 
al-Nūr (Q24,35)? “How, he asks, can the fundamental truths con- 
cerning the immaterial realm ("asrar al-malaktūt) be revealed to people 
who arc inspired by their lower appetites, whose idol (ma*budubum) 
is their sultans, whose orientation for prayer is in the direction of 
their dirhams and their dinars, whose sacred law is their own intellec- 
tual triviality, whose desire is their status . . ” (pp. 9f.). The preface 
concludes (p. 10) with a citation of God's address to the Prophet in 
0s3.29f.: “Keep your distance from those who turn away from our 
reminder (dhikrunā) and desire only the goods of this world; this is 
as far as their knowledge reaches; your Lord knows well who wan- 
ders astray from the path and He knows well those who follow the 
way of truth.” 

What al-Ghazili sets himself to do, then, is to return to the ques- 
tion of the formal criteria for determining the status of individuals 
as believers or unbelievers—members of the Muslim community or 
aliens—and this specifically with regard to the nonliteral interpre- 
tation (tæ wi) of descriptions of God presented in the Koran and 
in canonically authentic Traditions. This is of particular importance, 
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since al-Ghazālī will confirm and legitimate his higher theology not 
merely as a valid interpretation of the Koran and Tradition, but as 
the intellectually most thorough and exact conceptual exposition of 
their deeper meaning.* Although he holds the discussion to a very 
general plane—for he has no intention of explicitly taking up and 
arguing the particular questions that provoked the controversy—the 
ta?wil with which he is chiefly concerned would appear to be that in- 
volving his conception of the operation of the cosmic system in the 
determinate causation of events, including the voluntary actions of 
human agents, in the sublunary world. This would seem to be indi- 
cated plainly enough at the outset by his remark to the effect that 
scholars and theologians whose minds are concentrated primarily on 
worldly status and wealth cannot know the hidden truths concern- 
ing the immaterial realm and to be confirmed where, in the discus- 
sion (pp. 37ff.) of interpretation and exegesis on the basis of the five 
modes or levels of the presence of existence (darajāt al-wujūd),” he 
cites as examples of the “intellectual level” (al-wujid al-caglī) the in- 
terpretation of statements that mention God's “hand” as referring to 
"a spiritual and intellectual hand,” which is to say, to the intermedi- 
ate agency of angels (p. 40, 1off.), just as the Tradition according to 
which “the first thing God created was the intellect? is to be inter- 
preted as referring to “an angel which is called an intellect insofar 
as it has intellectual cognition of things through its own being and 
essence without any need to learn” (pp. 4of.). 


Subsequently (pp. 46ff.), al-Ghazālī insists that it is obvious, in 
some cases even to the Hanbalites, that nonliteral interpretation is 
absolutely necessary whenever the literal sense of the text makes no 
rational sense and insists (pp. 49f.) that the validity of the logical 
rules which he had presented in Qastas cannot conceivably be denied 
by anyone who understands them (cp. Igtisad, pp. 17f.) Moreover, 
since a valid charge of unbelief has to be based on a denial of one of 
the fundamental tenets of Islam to which every believer is obliged to 
assent (4/-”xstl), no one can be so accused on the basis of assertions 
concerning secondary matters ( fur‘); disagreement is allowed, that 
is to say, concerning matters which are not elements of the primary 
articles of faith (p. 56). Though he does not explicitly draw the con- 
clusion, al-Ghazālī plainly means to imply that since he asserts that 
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God wills and “creates” every contingent entity and every event that 
occurs in the celestial and the sublunary worlds, his views concern- 
ing the operation of secondary causes, celestial and sublunary, cannot 
constitute the basis of a juridically valid charge of unbelief, even on 
the principles of scholars who are ignorant of the true conformity 
of his theology with the revelation. Before going into further de- 
tail concerning the bases of valid charges of unbelief, he introduces 
a generalized polemic against the school theologians and their pre- 
tentiousness (pp. 67—72), repeating much of what he had said in the 
first and second books of Iya’. Here, however, he attacks the thesis 
that some minimal level of speculative reflection (nazar) is required 
in order to ground a sound and stable assent to the truth of the reve- 
lation. The reasoning of the Ash‘arite masters who hold this thesis is 
turned against them when al-Ghazālī says (p. 71) that religious belief 
founded in the reasoning and demonstrations of the mutakallimün is 
weak and readily subject to lapse when confronted by any counter- 
argument (shubhah). This is precisely the language employed by the 
Ash‘arites to argue the necessity of at least some minimal level of 
rational speculation as the foundation of sound religious assent and 
therefore that speculative inquiry is a universal obligation. 

The question of accusations of unbelief is raised also in a discus- 
sion of the doctrine of the falasifa concerning the divine attributes in 
Mungidh (pp. 107ff.), where, although Faysal is cited, nothing is said 
that would precisely identify the particular grounds for such accusa- 
tions as he has in mind. In the ensuing discussion of the metaphysics 
of the falāsifa (pp. 112ff.), he goes on to inveigh against those who 
think that anything which is found in their works is to be rejected 
out of hand, and remarks that “a party of those whose minds are 
not solidly grounded in the sciences (lam tastahkim fi |-uliim) and 
whose intellectual vision has not been opened to the ultimate limits 
of the doctrines of the various schools agsa ghayati l-madhahib) have 
challenged certain statements on the deeper truths of the religious 
sciences ?asraru ‘ulimi I-dīn) and they allege that these statements de- 
rive from the ancients.”? He goes on to say that some of these things 
are products of [his own] intuition (muwalladat al-kbawatir), while 
others are found in Muslim religious books (al-kutub al-shar‘iyyah), 
and most are to be found in the works of the sufis. The “deeper truths 
of the religious sciences” would seem to point to Ihya? which was also 
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alluded to in Faysal, but the plural “our works" (tasanifuna) would in- 
dicate that several works are involved, among them certainly Magsad, 
it would seem. 


Iljām al-‘awamm "au ‘ilm al-kalām 


Al-Ghazālī's break with the school tradition—his isola- 
tion from scholars in the tradition in which he had been formed— 
seems to have preoccupied him, for Iam, written at the very end of 
his life, appears to be another response, albeit from a somewhat dif- 
ferent angle, to the challenge he had confronted in Faysal. The work 
is presented (pp. 51f.) as a reply to a request for guidance concerning 
“Traditions that give the rabble and the ignorant amongst errant reli- 
gious simpletons (al-ra‘a‘u wal-juhhālu mina |-hashwiyyati l-dullal) 
the impression that the pious ancestors understood descriptions of 
God which speak, for example, of His shape, His hand, His foot, 
His descending, moving, sitting on the throne, etc., literally.” In re- 
sponse, then, al-Ghazālī proposes (p. 52) to do three things, (r) set 
forth what was in fact the teaching of the pious ancestors (al-salaf ) 
with regard to what should be the conduct of simple believers with 
regard to such Traditions, (2) to demonstrate the true correctness of 
their teaching on this matter, and (3) to explain several other worth- 
while matters that are pertinent to the topic. It will be sufficient for 
our present needs to look only at a few of the major themes, theses, 
and arguments, without going into the polemical and often redun- 
dant detail of al-Ghazālī's exposition. 

Under the first heading, al-Ghazālī says (pp. s3ff.) that the first 
generations of Muslims held that in these matters simple believers 
(al-*awámm) are to cultivate seven habits and attitudes. The first is 
that they are to avoid literalism altogether, since all bodies that con- 
sist of different members are created entities and to worship a created 
being is to reject the consensus of the first generations in favor of 
idolatry (p. ss; see also pp. 77, 100ff. et alibi). They are to recog- 
nize that apparently anthropomorphic descriptions of God do have a 
meaning that is compatible with the expressions employed and that 
also befits God's glory and majesty, even if one may not know what it 
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is (p. 58). The second is that they must understand that these descrip- 
tions "are meant to address the understanding of a unique audience, 
namely, the saints and those who have profound religious knowl- 
edge and do in fact understand (tafhimu man buwa *ahluhu wa-humu 
IFawliya?^u wal-rāsikbūna fi l-ilm)” (p. 60).!° The third is that they 
acknowledge that for their part they don't know the real meaning of 
these descriptions (pp. 6rff.). The fourth is that the simple believer 
is to refrain from raising any questions about these Traditions, either 
to himself alone or to another (pp. 63f.). The fifth is that he is to 
let stand the wording of the text without attempting any exegetical 
paraphrase (tafsir) or interpretation (ta’wil) of the problematic ex- 
pressions (pp. 64ff.). The sixth is that he is not to attempt to think 
these problems through for himself and is to shun the formal reason- 
ing of the mutakallimün and the cultivation of scholastic disputation 
as well (pp. 77ff.). The seventh is to “leave the matter in the hands 
of those who really know” (al-taslimu li->akli I-macrifab), recogniz- 
ing that "the sense of these expressions and their deeper meaning 
(ma‘ani badhili l-zawāhiri wa-asraruha) were not hidden from the 
Prophet and abü Bakr, or from the leading Companions, nor from 
the saints and those scholars who have profound religious knowledge 
(al-rastkhiina fi l-ilm)” (p. 84, 1ff.). 

Under the second heading (pp. 87ff.), al-Ghazali explains that the 
ultimate good of human action, since it involves the next life, cannot 
be known either by experience or by reasoning, but only “by pro- 
phetic enlightenment (bi-niiri |-nubuwwah).”"' The Prophet and the 
Companions, moreover, though rejecting anthropomorphic concep- 
tions of God, did not recommend “inquiry, investigation, exegesis 
and interpretation" (al-babthu wal-taftishu wal-tafsiru wal-ta’ wil), but 
rather the seven habits set out above (pp. 88f.). For this reason, simple 
believers are obliged to shun ta’wil, and the scholars are forbidden 
to share it with them; for either of them to do so is a blameworthy 
innovation (bid‘atun madhmimah: pp. 90 and 93), and so also are the 
various forms of scholastic disputation (mujadalah), since they too 
violate the authoritative teaching of the first generations (p. 9s).12 

In the third of the major sections of the book al-Ghazālī returns 
initially to the question of the metaphorical descriptions of God that 
are found in the Koran and the Tradition. Here (pp. 97ff.), his thesis 
is that in speaking of God, the Prophet used metaphorical language 
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but sparingly’ and that when these metaphorical expressions are 
viewed each in its full context, both verbal and historical, it is manifest 
to any rcasonable person that they are not to be taken literally. The 
Prophet employed metaphors to say certain things because the Arabic 
lexicon has no words by means of which the meanings intended can 
be represented directly (pp. roof.). Moreover, he employed anthro- 
pomorphic metaphors, since to attempt to inform ordinary people 
concerning the transcendent unity of God's being would have caused 
misunderstandings which were even more difficult to counter (pp. 
103f.). It is impossible that God have intended to mislead or to de- 
ceive; the problem is simply that some people are created obtuse 
(pp. 103ff.). | 

In the second section (pp. 105ff.) al-Ghazālī returns to the theme 
that those who lack the privilege of higher knowledge must refrain 
from raising questions concerning the meaning of problematic tra- 
ditions, but this time in order to take up the tradition according to 
which the Koran is *eternal and uncreated.” Here, for the sake of 
his presumptive reader, “an insightful individual who asks the ques- 
tion for the purpose of gaining understanding of the true realities" 
(dhakiyyun mustafhimun li-fabami I-hagū”ig), he treats the matter for- 
mally and at some length (pp. 107ff.). What he does is to distinguish 
four degrees of being and the presence of being (being in the entity 
itself, being in the mind, being in speech, and being on the written 
page) in order to give an ontological explanation and justification 
of the traditional Ash‘arite distinction between the recitation (al- 
qir@ah, al-tilāwah) and what is recited (al-magriv, ai-matlūw).!* Once 
again, he insists (pp. rrof.) that the pious ancestors of the first gen- 
erations knew all of this, but refrained from talking about it openly. 

Finally, then, al-Ghazālī attacks the common Ash‘arite thesis of 
the universal obligation to undertake some elementary theological 
inquiry in order to found religious assent to the basic doctrines, dis- 
tinguishing six levels of assent. Of these, only the highest is based 
on properly justified knowledge; the belief of the school theologians 
is that of the second level, being based on impressionistic proofs 
Cadillatun wabmiyyab) that are accepted on the basis of publicly rec- 
ognized authority. 

The attention of Iljām is, as stated in the introduction, directly 
focused not so much on kalàm as such as on a number of problem- 
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atic traditions together with several Koran verses and the role of 
the school theologians in the conflicts regarding their interpretation 
within the community of sunni scholars. It is from this perspective 
that al-Ghazālī aims his attacks on kalam and the mutakallimün, for 
the most part tangentially in the first major section of the book and 
more explicitly in the last two. I!jām, with its many redundancies 
and often repetitious polemic, thus resumes the underlying prob- 
lem of Faysal, even though their specific topics are, strictly speaking, 
formally different. Given al-Ghazalr's reiterated condemnation of 
tashbih, sc., of the literal interpretation of the traditions and verses 
in question, and his explicit interpretation of *ascended the throne? 
and his explanation of the meaning of *is eternal and uncreated" as 
said of the Koran, one could take it that the work is directed, at 
least in part, against the Karrāmiyya and the Hanbalites. It is plain, 
however, that they lie only marginally within his line of fire." Al- 
Ghazālī's principal aim is to distinguish those to whom it is given to 
have knowledge of the divine things (ma‘rifatu l-umuri lilabiyyah) 
(P- 63) so as to understand the metaphorical descriptions of God, 
sc., those who share his higher theology, from those to whom it is 
not. Of the former, he would scem to identify two groups when he 
speaks of "the saints and those who have profound [rational] knowl- 
edge" (p. 60), that is, ascetics and sufis on the one hand and on the 
other himself and such scholars as may share his views. Although he 
does say (p. 64) that the interpretation of these things should not 
be preached from the pulpit and, in classifying the various sources 
and foundations of religious assent at the end of the book, deals with 
the status of the common people, it is clear that in speaking of those 
who are incapable of understanding them, his focus is chiefly on the 
religious scholars. Lest there be any doubt regarding who is counted 
among the simple people (al-‘awamm), al-Ghazālī lists them: they are 
“the men of letters (a/->adīb), the grammarians, the traditionists, the 
exegetes (al-mufassir), the jurists (al-fagih) and the mutakallimin,” !? 
while those who are capable of understanding are described as “those 
whose sole occupation is to learn to swim in the seas of religious 
gnosis (al-ma‘rifah) and who have restricted their lives to this alone 
and have turned their faces from this world and their appetites and 
turned their backs on wealth and status and mankind and all plea- 
sures and are devoted wholly to God . . .” (p. 67, u1ff., with which 
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cp. p. 63, 11ff.; the image of the sea is repeated, p. 84, 13).!? It is worth 
noting that when al-Ghazali says that the failure of some to see the 
truth is an element of *[God's] custom (sunnah) which is inalterable” 
(p- 105, 4), he alludes in effect to O 35,43 (lan tajida li-sunnati llabi 
tabdilan), which he had cited earlier in his exposition of the deter- 
ministic governance of the world through the angel of the outermost 
sphere (pp. 68f.). 


Al-Ghazālīs main point in all this is that the religious scholars - 


have to acknowledge to themselves that they do not and cannot know 
and understand the true (allegorical) meaning of these metaphors 
and that they must therefore refrain altogether from questioning the 
truth of the interpretation of them by those to whom such knowl- 
edge is given. Here, as elsewhere, he associates with *those who 
have higher religious knowledge" and *those who are deeply rooted 
in science" (al-rāsikkūna fi l-tilm) also the sufis (here, al-awliya’), 
but his ta’wil of “ascends the throne” (pp. 68f.) and his explanation 
of the degrees of being (pp. 107ff.) make it clear that it is not the 
claims of mystical experience that are in question, but rather his own 
theoretical cosmology and ontology. The sciences of exegesis (tafsir) 
and law (figh) are not, properly and as such, concerned with meta- 
physics (al->umtūr al~idahiyyah) and ta?wil, and therefore it is with the 
mutakallimün as such that al-Ghazali has difficulties. Accordingly, 
he insists that the reasoning and the arguments of the school the- 
ology are not truly rigorous and scientific, but on the contrary are 
based on superficial sense impressions? in such a way as to *confuse 
the minds of simple people? (tushawwishu quluba l--awämm) (p. 79, 
3f.), amongst whom he includes the traditionists, the exegetes, and 
the jurists. The understanding of the truth of al-Ghazālīs allegori- 
cal interpretations, is, therefore, beyond the capacities of the reli- 
gious scholars and he is not obliged to attempt to demonstrate its 
validity to them.”! Since they do not and, in fact, cannot understand 
his higher theology, he would have, in order to argue with them, 
to descend to their level and to indulge in scholastic disputation. 
Such matters, indeed, are formally excluded from the competence of 
the mutakallimün, since their science extends only to the basic dog- 
mas (cp. Jawābir, p. 21). Accordingly, al-Ghazālī cites the authority 
of Malik b. Anas against interpreting God's ascent of the Throne 
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(pp- 6of. and ros) and that of Umar (pp. 63f.) against discussing 
God's gadar.?? 

Al-Ghazali's claim that the meaning of the words used in these 
traditions together with their inner meaning (?asraruha)—which is 
to say, his theological interpretation of them—was not hidden from 
the Prophet and abü Bakr and the principal Companions and from 
the saints and the learned who have truly profound knowledge (wa- 
‘ant l-”awliyā?i wal-«ulamā'i I-rāsikhīn) (p. 84, 1ff.) is somewhat ten- 
dentious, to say the very least, but his reiterated claim, the proof of 
which occupies the second major section of the work, that having 
such knowledge the Companions and the pious ancestors taught that 
"simple people" (al-*awamm) were to recognize that knowledge of 
such things is given to “those who know” (ahl al-ma‘rifah) without 
themselves either inquiring into their interpretation or doubting the 
truth of it is of considerable importance. Evidently he did not feel 
that the thesis set forth in Faysal to the effect that according to the 
revealed law it is forbidden to charge a Muslim with unbelief because 
of his interpretation of the metaphorical descriptions of God that are 
found in the Koran and the hadith was a sufficient response to his 
critics, so he carries the juridical attack one step further in Ijam. The 
prophet, the Companions, and the authorities of the first generations 
legislated the seven rules set out in the first part of the book: it is for- 


. bidden by law that religious scholars who are not endowed with su- 


perior theological insight make any attempt to interpret such things 
for themselves or under any circumstances question the interpreta- 
tion of them by those who possess superior insight. For al-Ghazālī 
to attempt to explain and justify his interpretation to his opponents 
would itself be a violation of law.23 


5. Conclusions 


The Rhetoric of Harmonization 


Several things would seem clear enough. One, that there 
is a basic, integrated theoretical system that underlies al-Ghazalr's 
logical and theological writings, orders them, and gives them con- 
sistency. In different works, various elements of the broader system 
surface in different ways, here more, there less explicitly. In most 
of his writings, primary elements are brought into clear conceptual 
focus in at least a few places and in some works more or less regularly 
throughout. In many places, however, one or another of them may 
be deliberately suppressed or obscured or held scarcely discernible 
just beneath the articulated surface of the text. This occurs some- 
times—most conspicuously in I4y#—even when the particular thesis 
may be quite clearly presented elsewhere in the same work. The form, 
cast, and scope of the particular work or passage determine in almost 
all cases the language, formal or figurative, technical or religious, in 
which any given theological thesis is presented, the mode and level, 
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in short, in which al-Ghazili states or alludes to or hints at his under- 
standing of it or may simply dodge the issue altogether. Where he 
presents his thought in unambiguous conceptual terms, the basic 
character and structure of the system is clear to see and once grasped 
is readily discerned as governing what is said and, occasionally, what 
is not said when, though operatively present, it is not so presented. 
One has to do here not with the esoteric doctrine of any given school, 
but with a diversity of presentations of al-Ghazālī's own thought and 
of apology against those religious scholars who came to oppose or to 
condemn it. Although al-Ghazali came more and more to view the 
schoolmen who became his opponents and detractors as belonging 
to a religious and intellectual lower class who were incapable of grasp- 
ing the truth of his higher theology, one should not try to separate 
his works (or parts of his works) into esoteric and exoteric, as if some 
were addressed to the religious scholars at large and others, contain- 
ing his "real position, to some clite fraternity. His works are, rather, 
to be viewed together as the essentially consistent, albeit rhetorically 
modulated, address to his fellow Shaficites and to the ‘wlam@ at large. 
Though some of his writings, certainly—Oistās, for example—might 
well be classed as “popular” works, it would be erroneous to suppose 
that Magsad and Mishkah were aimed at an altogether different audi- 
ence than were Qudsiyyah and Igtisād. Where al-Ghazālī speaks less 
than forthrightly in expressing his views, his original and primary aim 
was not so much to withhold his teaching from the religious scholars 
as to lead the hesitant among them toward it. That one seek rhetori- 
cally to avoid needless antagonism and fruitless confrontation while 
cultivating an audience is a quite different matter from his trying 
simply to deceive them.! 

It is clear as well that al-Ghazāls basic theological system is funda- 
mentally incompatible with the traditional teaching of the Ash‘arite 
school. His rejection of kalàm as a simplistic discipline that is in- 
adequate either to the achievement of genuine intellectual under- 
standing or to the attainment of higher religious insight is obvious 
from the outset. Already in Mihakk he makes his opinion of the 
school theology of the mutakallimün clear. In their conceptualization 
of dogmatic theses most of the mutakallimün do no more than ac- 
cept the teaching of their masters uncritically (p. 56). Moreover, the 
premises and the arguments they employ are accepted on the same 
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basis of commonly accepted opinions (mashhurat), and because of 
this, al-Ghazālī finds, “their syllogisms yield inconsistent conclusions 
(natā?iju mutanāgidah) about which they are themselves at a loss and 
their minds are befuddled as they attempt to get them right" (pp. 
66f.). Their writings are "stuffed" with lengthy discourse in language 
that lacks precision and clarity, while true enlightenment (al-kashf ) 
is achieved only by the path that he, al-Ghazālī, has chosen to take. 
Exploiting the equivocities of the word ‘al-kalam’, he therefore coun- 
sels the reader that he ought not to occupy himself with the usual 
discourse (the usual teaching of the schools: al-kalam al-mu‘tad) 
but only with that which gives true benefit and insight (al-kalamu 
I-mufidu |-midih) (p. 77). The appendix on definitions (pp. 118ff.) 
emends, corrects, and, in substance, rejects a number of basic tradi- 
tional conceptions. Such remarks are not altogether lacking even in 
Igtisād, as he remarks (p. 31) that what the mutakallimūn have had to 
say regarding accidents is neither adequate nor clear and later advises 
the reader (p. 195) with regard to the origin of the moral obligation 
to know God that what is usually said on the topic (al-kalam al- 
mu‘tad ) can neither satisfy intellectual thirst nor eliminate ambiguity. 
Following Mihakk, then, kalam is much more explicitly rejected in 
Thyé@, as its many deficiencies and the intellectual shortcomings of the 
mutakallimūn are set out at length in the first two books and, in the 
classification of the religious sciences, it is initially set aside in Book II 
and subsequently ignored altogether in Book XXI where he begins 
to bring the structure and substance of his own theology more and 
more to the fore. 

Al-Ghazālī's aim was to work out and to present a global theo- 
logical vision that in its higher metaphysics and ethics embraces all 
the sciences, disciplines, and practices proper to or recognized by 
Islam—all levels of Muslim experience, knowledge, belief, and ac- 
tivity—within an integrated whole. To carry this off—and particu- 
larly if it were to gain broader acceptance among religious scholars— 
he had in some way to bring his own metaphysics and his essentially 
Avicennan conception of the nature of the rational soul and its place 
within the cosmic system into some kind of positive relationship with 
the traditional teaching of the Ash<arite school. Since the two are 
fundamentally incompatible, one of the things he did was to attempt 
a kind of harmonization at the level of language. Often, as we have 
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seen, he succeeds in using (or misusing) characteristic Ash‘arite ex- 
pressions and formulations without meaning to assert what they nor- 
mally mean in their own, proper contexts, but rather to express very 
different intentions of his own. The most conspicuous examples of 
this are his formally restricted uses of ‘create’ (*khalaga, yakhlugu” and 
‘tkhtara‘a, yakbtari w^) and of ‘the course of God's custom’ (jarayānu 
l-adah). Similarly, there is a whole set of Koran verses and Traditions 
that he commonly employs as statements or confirmations of his own 
teaching, as, for example, he cites the Tradition, “To your Lord in 
the time allotted to your lives belong diffusions of His mercy; will 
you not open yourselves to them?" (e.g., Mizan, p. 19; Maqsad, p. 83; 
Mungidb, p. 87), as implying the action of the agent intellect on the 
mind that is ready to receive its output. Nor ought we to imagine 
that al-Ghazalfs using the Tradition in this way necessarily repre- 
sents a kind of sly and deliberate misappropriation of its “original 
meaning,” for under the assumptions of al-Ghazali’s conception of 
the nature of the rational soul and its relation to the agency of the 
celestial intelligences within the cosmic system, this is what (or one 
aspect of what) this hadith obviously must mean. Clear indications 
of al-Ghazālīs doctrine are abundant enough that only the dullest of 
his contemporaries would have mistaken his intention in using such 
language. His usage is rhetorical, his aim to give a familiar and tra- 


. ditional tone to what he says and so make it palatable to those who 


would reject it outright were it set in other, more formal terms. He 
commonly mixes vocabularies in order to avoid associating what he 
has to say with any one tradition or school. 

Often al-Ghazālī will avoid presenting his position, either fudg- 
ing the issue, sometimes in a fog of traditional language, or dodging 
it altogether as for one or another reason inappropriate to the im- 
mediate context or occasionally as not to be divulged. The several 
questions concerning which he sometimes or usually avoids express- 
ing his views in unambivalent terms had not all the same importance 
within the school, and this is often reflected in how he treats them. 
Simple relationships of cause and effect in everyday events he ordi- 
narily asserts as self-evident, without hesitation or circumlocution. 
When, however, the question of causal relationships is brought up 
in association with the Ash‘arites’ denial of secondary causation, he 
feels obliged to finesse the issue. We saw this, for example, in Mi‘yar 
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(P- 109), where he dodges the issue by giving a contextually am- 
bivalent reply: he makes an appropriate distinction, but in language 
whose intention the reader is likely to misconstrue, and then drops 
the matter without having made his position clear2 Similarly, in the 
later books of Ipy@' and in Magsad, where his understanding of the 
lawful necessity of a number of causal sequences is set forth at length, 
he sometimes recasts his assertions about efficient causes in terms of 
"conditions", as if to qualify them so as to show their conformity 
with Ash‘arite usage and teaching. “Condition”, however, proves on 
examination to be but another term in his lexicon of harmonization, 
its meaning adapted and adjusted to the rhetoric of his address to the 
religious scholars? So too, because the word ‘tawlid’ located one of 
the Murtazilite theses the denial of which was an identifying criterion 
of traditional Ash*arite doctrine, al-Ghazālī will sometimes deny that 
one thing “produces” (wallada) another, even though elsewhere he 
employs the verb in precisely this sense while asserting his own teach- 
ing in his own voice (e.g., Oistás, pp. 21f. and 24). The question of 
the immediate efficient cause of human primary acts holds an analo- 
gous place in the disputes between the Ash‘arites and the Mu‘tazila, 
so that when the nature and efficacy of *the created power of volun- 
tary action” (al-qudratu |-hadithah, qudratu |-abd) is raised explic- 
itly, al-Ghazālī tends to weasel, as in the inconclusive discussion of 
Miķakk (pp. 88f.). When he is formally obliged to deal with the ques- 
tion in Igtisad, he buries the real issue under a cloud of dialectical 
obfuscation. So too, while he speaks plainly of the human agent’s 
power of acting as the immediate cause of the occurrence of the vol- 
untary act in various places in Ihy@#, he occasionally retreats, in the 
very same sections, into the ambivalence of ‘gudrah’ as naming both 
the faculty and its act and into talking about the power of voluntary 
action as a “condition” of the act’s occurrence. Here, as in most other 
places, al-Ghazālī's intention is clear enough. His condescension to 
the Ashrarite school is on the level of language, not of substance. 
These questions, however important one’s treatment of them may 
be as a criterion of orthodoxy within the Ash‘arite school, are, strictly 
speaking, secondary (furt) in that they involve matters deviant 
opinions concerning which may be heresy (bid'ah) but not unbelief 
(kufr), at least according to most of al-Ghazālī's Shāficite colleagues 
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and fellows. By contrast, the question of the resurrection and the 
next life, cogether with those of the punishment of the grave and the 
interrogation by the angels, Munkar and Nakir, etc., involves basic 
Muslim doctrine the denial of which formally constitutes unbelief. 
How the truth of these dogmas is to be, or may be, consistently af- 
firmed is intimately connected to how one conceives the nature of 
human life and for al-Ghazālī, therefore, is directly associated with 
the conception of the rational soul. We have seen how in several dif- 
ferent works he avoids expressing his own views plainly and outright 
by listing a number of divergent opinions and either indicating his 
own obliquely or simply leaving the reader to infer what it may be 
from what he says or suggests in other contexts. His understanding 
of the essential nature of the human soul, however, is never really in 
doubt; it is more or less plainly suggested in Miķakk and is set forth 
in detail in both Ify@ and Mishkah. But this is not, in and of itself, 
properly a matter of basic dogma either, wherefore his occasional 
pretense of fudging his position is basically a rhetorical move. His 
views concerning the resurrection and the next life, however, remain 
problematic, for it could not be easily argued that this is a negotiable 
question and there was a level of conflict with the scholars which he 
hoped to avoid. It is notable that the only instance we have seen in 
which al-Ghazālī seems manifestly to deny what he in fact believes 
occurs in the discussion of the resurrection in Igtisād. 


Al-Ghazali's Relation to the Ash'arite School 
as Reflected in the Chronological Sequence 
of His Writiugs 


It would be extremely difficult to discern any notable 
theoretical development or evolution in al-Ghazālī's theology—if any, 
indeed, there be—from Magasid to Iam. This is due in part to the 
great diversity of his works in form and focus alike, but most of all it 
is because of his language, which for all the polish and eloguence it 
so often has, and sometimes because of them, tends in many places to 
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be somewhat vague or noncommittal when fundamental theological 
propositions are in play. The diversity of terminology and style—the 
lexicon and rhetoric of presentation—allow the reader a fair sense of 
his meaning on one level but at the same time may mask it on another. 
His language, in short, lacks—or fails anyhow to convey—precision 
and distinctness regarding the finer (and sometimes crucial) detail of 
the propositions that are apparently asserted. He tends to offer rhe- 
torically more than he is willing to serve up. Again, one and the same 
basic topic is, in some cases, so differently treated from one context 
to another that while the one passage may well confirm the general 
meaning of another it adds little or no additional information. That 
is to say, al-Ghazālī often states or hints at his understanding of a 
problem or issue in a given place only partially, so that in order to 
sec his general sense of the particular question more clearly, one has 
to look to other texts which supply elements that were omitted or 
Obscured in the first. Even then, however, where recourse to one pas- 
sage may bring the sense and implication of what is said in another 
more clearly into view, the view often remains only that of the general 
sense of what he thinks, while important aspects of the matter remain 
unexplained. As the basic thesis becomes clear, additional questions 
arise, for many of which no answer is offered anywhere. One has thus 
| the impression that the charges of the Andalusian scholar al-Turtüshi 
(d. 520/1126) and others that al-Ghazālī had dabbled in matters he had 
not fully mastered (cf. Ormsby, Theodicy in Islamic Thought, pp. 98ff.) 
are not entirely without plausibility. As we remarked at the outset, 
carefully read and considered, his formal treatment of a number of 
topics is remarkably superficial; and this is as true of his presenta- 
tion of logic in Mieyār and Miķakk as it is of the discussions of some 
metaphysical and theological questions in the later works. In short, 
one has the impression that so great was his conviction that he had 
achieved a definitive grasp of “the true natures of things” he may have 
followed the advice he gives his reader in Iya? 4, p. 485 (translated 
above in ch. 3, p. 65) not to indulge in a great deal of speculation, but 
rather to pursue religious perfection. 

Setting aside any question regarding the course of al-Ghazālī's 
theology from the time he wrote Magasid until his death (i.e., from 
A.H. 486 to 505), a superficial examination of the sequence of his more 
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important theological works in terms of his rejection of Ash‘arite 
orthodoxy and his alienation from the school may prove interesting, 
at least for the purposes of the present study.4 

Formally, Magasid is a completely neutral work. Al-Ghazālī pre- 
sents it (1, p. 2) as a preface to Tahafut: a general outline of the 
teachings of the falasifa, some of whose errors he will subsequently 
refute in the latter work. In the general presentation of their teach- 
ing, however, al-Ghazālī gives no indication as to what doctrines he 
may agree with and which not. In Tabāfet, then, he twice (pp. 130f. 
and 179ff.) goes to some length to insist that he intends here to assert 
or defend the truth of no proposition, but only to refute the claims 
of the falāsifa to have demonstrated the truth of a number of their 
theses, three of which entail unbelief and the rest, heresy. One might 
infer that the doctrine presented in Magasid, purged of the twenty 
theses refuted in Tahafut, represents generally the valid teaching of 
those whom al-Ghazālī will subsequently refer to (Mizan, p. 12, 8) as 
“the falasifa who believe generally in God and the last day.” No indi- 
cation is given in Tahafut, however, of precisely what other elements 
of their teaching beyond the twenty theses al-Ghazali may also reject 
or may accept. Mryar, then, is presented almost as a kind of appendix 
to Tahafut. Though it contains a general introduction “to the meth- 
ods of reflection and speculative thinking . . . and syllogistic forms 


and terminology (al-‘ibar),” al-Ghazālī says at the beginning that his 


primary purpose in writing is to aid the reader’s understanding of 
Tahafut by introducing him formally to the logic and the technical 
lexicon (istilāķāt) of the falāsifa. Accordingly, the long section on 
definitions (pp. 1soff.) formally presents the definitions of the falāsifa, 
which in a number of places are explicitly contrasted with those of 
the mutakallimūn. There is, thus, a certain ambivalence—or potential 
of ambivalence—in various places in Méyar, as one cannot be every- - 
where certain whether or not al-Ghazālī is speaking in his own voice 
or whether, when he cites the falāsifa explicitly or the mutakallimūn, 
he agrees or disagrees with what he says they say. When, for example, 
he says (p. 195, 4f.) that the being which is necessary in itself (al- 
wājibu l-wujūdi bi-dhātihī) has to be necessary in its every aspect (min 
kulli jihātihī), is he reporting the doctrine of the falāsifa or speaking 


_ in his own voice? He ends the book, however, by saying (p. 195) that 
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it was not written in order to explain things in detail, but in order 
to show “the way to come to the knowledge of the essential natures 
of things and to explain the rules of systematic reasoning” (li-bayani 
tariq; ta‘arrufi hag@iqi |-umuri wa-tambidi gānūni l-nagar). What, 
thus, at the outset was stated to be the primary purpose of the book 
is ignored, as he seems to imply that most of what he has presented 
he agrees with. This impression is reinforced as he concludes by say- 
ing that since happiness in this life and the next is not to be attained 
save by knowledge and action, he intends to compose a book on the 
balance for weighing actions (mizan al-<amal), just as he has here on 
the measure for knowledge (mi‘yar al-<ilm). 


With Mibakk, written almost simultaneously with Miyar and on 
materially the same subject, we encounter a significant shift in al- 
Ghazālīs manner of address, for where in the latter work he had 
presented the logical teaching of the falasifa as such and in their ter- 
minology, throughout Mihakk he speaks plainly in his own voice. In 
order that the reader may better understand (i.e., accept) the univer- 
sal validity of what he has to say, he has chosen to avoid the formal 
terminology of either the fuqaha? or the mutakallimün or the falāsifa 
and to make up (skhtara‘a) a neutral vocabulary of his own (p. 48, 
13ff.).” And it is here that we encounter the first overt statements on 
the intellectual inadequacy and inferiority of the traditional school 
theology, along with the presentation, even if somewhat oblique, of 
al-Ghazalr's own views on, for example, the nature of the rational 
soul (pp. 136ff.; cited on pp. 6of. above) and God's governance of the 
universe through the agency of “a single celestial cause" by means 
of a complex sequence of intermediary causes (p. 82, 12ff., cited in. 
chap. 3, n. so above). It is also in Mihakk that we first find al-Ghazali 
saying that those who really know the truth about religious mat- 
ters are not permitted to talk openly about it (p. 137, cited on p. 61 
above). Numerous examples taken from questions of law indicate 
the audience to whom the book is primarily addressed, viz., his col- 
leagues, the religious scholars. Miķakk can thus be seen as marking 
an important moment in al-Ghazali's career, as it represents a pub- 
lic manifestation of his sense of his own intellectual independence 
from the school tradition and his determination to set forth on the 
path of his own theology in his own terms. Seen within the institu- 
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tional framework of the Nizamiyya college and its relationship to the 
Ashrarite theological tradition, this is no trivial event. 


Mīzūn seems to have been written shortly, if not immediately, be- 
fore al-Ghazalr's retreat from the Nizamiyya and Baghdad in 488/ 
1095.5 Though we cannot determine whether it was completed before 
Iqtisad or after, it will be more convenient to deal with it first, for rea- 
sons that will become apparent. The work is focused entirely on the 
perfection of the rational soul and accordingly a number of the most 
basic themes and elements that are to appear throughout al-Ghazālfs 
later works are presented quite explicitly. *The happiness of the soul 
and its perfection consist in its being engraved with the essences of 
the divine things (haq@iqu l-umüri l-^ilabiyyab) and its becoming one 
with them so that it seem to be they" (p. 26, 4ff.; cp. p. 12, roff. et 
alibi). This “engraving” is received “from without, and the without 
here is the Well Guarded Tablet and the souls of the angels, for [all] 
essential knowledge (al-‘uluim al-#Bagiqiyyab) is engraved upon them 
in an engraving which is in act” (p. 29, 4ff.; cp. p. 17, 13ff., cited in 
chap. 2, n. 37, above; also p. 24, 7ff.). The best way to achieve this “is 
to be content with the way of the sufis, i.e., to persevere in worship 
and to cut off worldly ties, because the search for rational knowledge 
(al-bahthu ‘ani l-ulūmi l-kasbiyyab) in order to achieve a permanent 
habitus in the soul is extremely difficult” (p. 29, 1sff.).? If, however, 
one's worldly ties are terminated, *mercy flows down upon him and 
the hidden truth of the celestial world (sirru [-malakgt) is revealed to 
him and the essential natures become manifest to him; he need only 
be prepared" (p. 26, 15f.). “If one strives with his soul, he enters the 
horizon of the angels" (p. 24. 14). Consistently with this, al-Ghazali 
appears to agree with the thesis, here attributed to “the sufis and 
the metaphysicians amongst the falāsifa,” that at death the soul be- 
comes permanently separated from the body: the pleasures and pains 
of the next life are purely intellectual, those depicted in the revelation 
being only images for what cannot be imagined (pp. sf.; cp. Ibpy@ 4, 
PP. 484f., translated on p. 65 above). That al-Ghazili cites the falāsifa 
thus in Mizan is not surprising in that he associates their ethical 
teaching with that of the sufis, from whom he claims it was taken 
(Mungidh, p. 109). It is, moreover, consistent with the pattern of 
Miryār, at the end of which Mizan is anticipated and which is cited in 
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it a number of times (€.g., pp. 17 and 33). His association of teachings 
of “the metaphysicians,” “the falāsifa who believe generally in God 
and the last day” (p. 12, 8f.), with those of the sufis is too transparent 
a fiction, however, for even al-Ghazālī to have expected it to legit- 
imize his obvious commitment to the psychology and metaphysis of 
the falāsifa in the eyes of his fellow Sháfirites. 

At the very end of Mizan (pp. 124ff.) al-Ghazālī raises the question 
of the nature of doctrinal systems (madhahib) and of how the diverse 
systems of the sufis, of the Ash‘arite school, and of certain individual 
mutakallimün, cited in the course of the work, are related. Since 
understanding seeks a single, integrated system, where lies the truth 
in relation to these divergent systems? He replies that for most people 
there is only one system, that which they were taught—Ash<‘arite, 
Muttazilite, Karramite, or whatever—and to which they are totally 
committed (p. 126, 4ff.). For some, however, there are really three 
systems (p. 124, 11ff.): (1), that to which the individual gives his alle- 
giance in contests and disputations, (2) that which he imparts in 
teaching and instruction, and (3) *that which he believes privately 
concerning the theoretical matters that have been revealed to him" 
(mā nkashafa labu mina I-nazariyyāt). The first two derive from the 
social and religious milieu in which he was raised and trained; he is an 
Ash‘arite or a Muttazilite, a Shafisite or a Hanbalite. They represent 
two levels of his activity as a fellow of a particular school, the first in 
his institutional interaction with fellows of other schools and the fol- 
lowers of other masters than his own, and the second in his routine 
teaching of his students within the school. (You cannot tell simple 
people that God is neither within the world nor outside it nor con- 
tiguous to it but must insist to them that God is on the Throne: p. 125, 
Ioff.) ° The third system is a private matter between the individual 
and God, something to be divulged only to those who by nature and 
disposition and by virtue of their advanced learning and insight are 
capable of receiving it. The reader is advised to seek the truth through 
systematic reflection (al-nazar) so as to become himself the master 
of a system (sāļibu madhhab). The first two of these belong to the 
ordinary school discipline of kalàm, a science instituted to protect 
the normative beliefs of the orthodox community against heresy and 
unbelief; and the third is what in Ipy@ he will call «im al-mukashafah, 
a higher theoretical science which embraces the understanding of 
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the grounds of the higher practical science, ‘im al-mu‘amalah. Here, 
thus, we find in Mizan the program of al-Ghazalf’s later writing, as 
it presents some of the most important elements of his theology and 
at the same time informs us clearly of his attitude toward the school 
traditions and how basically he understands and classifies the various 
levels of discourse and rhetoric that are employed in his writing." It 
seems, however, that al-Ghazālī may very well have felt that his es- 
pousal of the doctrines of the falasifa in Mizan had been somewhat 
imprudent in being so openly presented as to provoke unnecessary 
conflict, for he nowhere cites the work in any of his later writings. It 
is for this reason that we have drawn but sparingly on Mīzān in the 
earlier sections of the present study. 


Though completed only a year or so after Mi‘yar and Mibakk, 
shortly before his departure from Baghdad, Igtisād may appear at 
first glance to betoken a kind of retrogression in the direction of 
traditional Ash‘arite teaching. Its manifest character and form are, 
however, fully explained and justified in terms of the doctrine set 
out at the end of Mizan concerning the simultaneous adherence to 
three distinct “systems,” each of which has its own proper function 
and validity as employed by the religious and intellectual elite. Igtisad 
seems to be anticipated in Tahafut (p. 78), where he says that he in- 
tends to write a work entitled Qawa‘td al-‘aq@id in which, instead 
of merely refuting the errors of the falāsifa, he will set out the true 
doctrine (al-madhhab al-haqq). The matter is problematic, however, 
since the announced title appears only later with the publication of 
R. al-Qudsiyyah fī qaw@id al-aq@td (for the title of which, see Ihya 
I, P. 104, 14). On the other hand, he does say in Iby@ (1, p. 98, 3f.) 
that Igtisād is devoted exclusively to the foundational tenets of Islam 
(qawa‘id al-ag@id).'? It is thus contextually associated with Qudsiy- 
yah as belonging to that elementary or introductory level of belief 
that is to be surpassed as the reader, continuing through I/yz, assimi- 
lates «Ajztb al-galb (Book XXI) and progresses through the rest of the 
work. Igtisad is, moreover, formally associated with Tahafut in that 
later, in Jamabir al-Qur?àn (p. 21), al-Ghazālī refers to both along with 
Mustazhirī as being kalam works, without mentioning Qudsiyyab. 
Taking these three together, then, one sees that the counterpositions 
which were not normally treated in the traditional manuals (counter- 
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positions which were topically of far greater importance at the time) 
had been dealt with in Tahafut and Mustazhtrī, and that in Igtisad we 
have a third kalàm work, this time following the traditional form of 
the manuals in setting forth the basic tenets of Islam as construed 
and understood within the Ashrarite school (madhhabu l-haqq for 
disputation and for routine teaching) and defending them against the 
countertheses of the school's traditional opponents.!? Against the tra- 
ditional adversaries, chiefly the Mu‘tazila, it was altogether fitting and 
proper to employ something like the traditional dialectic, whereas in 
writing against the falasifa and the Bātiniyya, al-Ghazālī had deemed 
it appropriate to employ quite different terms and assumptions. In 
any case, it is evident from the reference to Mt*yàr and Mibakk in the 
preface to Igtisād (p. 15) that the latter is in no way to be read as a 
repudiation of what he had said in the former two works, but rather 
as extending the context in which they are to be understood, that 
is, as evidencing their compatibility, at least on one level, with the 
general doctrine and practice of the Ash‘arite school. It is thus, so to 
speak, a public gesture on al-Ghazālfs part, i.e., a concrete acknowl- 
edgment of the place and function of the school theology within 
the religious community. At the same time, however, he deplores 
the theoretical worthlessness of ordinary kalām—its inherent failure 
to grasp the “true natures of things"—several times in very pointed 
terms (€.g., pp. 136 and 195); and together with this he seasons his 
arguments with expressions taken from the lexicon of the falāsifa and 
unambiguously indicates his own adherence to at least some elements 
of their psychology (e.g., pp. 45, 168ff., and 172f.). These things are 
elements of the upgraded, intellectually higher level kalam he claims 
(Arba‘in, p. 24; cited on p. 31 above) to have presented here. But, 
superior though it may be to the common kalàm of the schools, it 
is still kalàm and so remains at a level on which it is inappropriate 
to delve seriously into intellectual problems, something he is careful 
to point out (€.g., pp. 136 and 215). In all of this al-Ghazālī plainly is 
telling the reader there is a higher level of theological understanding, 
if not urging him to move in that direction. 

Whatever may have been the originally projected form of the 
Quwirid al-aqiPid announced in Tahafut, it is not altogether unlikely 
that Igtisad was ultimately composed with an eye to opposition that 
al-Ghazālī was encountering on the part of some of his colleagues. 


Conclusions 99 


This would seem to be a part of the reason for his somewhat heavy- 
handed (though genuinely insightful) account (pp. 168ff.) of the 
way in which the common run of school theologians—Ash<‘arite and 
Muttazilite alike—are mindlessly committed to the teachings of their 
masters and so unable to give any serious attention or consideration 
to other views, however reasonable. And so also it would seem to be 
the only plausible explanation for his abject repudiation of what he 
says some had inferred to be implied by his argument concerning the 
resurrection in Tahafut. The reference to Takāfut may, in fact, be a 
rhetorical smoke screen, as he would not likely have wished to refer 
to his discussion of life, the pneuma, and the soul in Miķakk, and 
certainly not to Mizan either, if the latter had been published before 
the completion of Igtisād or if the contents of its first chapters were 
already known to some of his colleagues in the Nizamiyya.!* 

In Igtisād, in sum, al-Ghazalr's aim is to present what for him is 
a first- or a second-level system, his “madhhab for scholastic disputa- 
tion” or his “madhhab for public teaching.” It conforms at least super- 
ficially to the traditional Ash‘arite system, for this is the madhhab to 
which he was in principle committed by virtue of his training under 
al-Juwayni and by his position in the Nizāmiyya, just as his madh- 
hab in law was that of al-Shafis1. His association with the school—his 
status as a recognized master of Shafitite law—was important to him. 
For the sake of his own understanding of the completeness of his 
religious and theological vision, he needed to demonstrate his formal 
bond to the Ash‘arite school in terms that would not conflict with: 
his private or interior madhhab. The presence of various scattered in- 
dications that there is a higher-level madhhab that one may attain is 
integral to the intended character of the book and its place within the 
corpus of his writings. The appendix on the criteria for validating 
charges of unbelief can be seen to suit this context on several levels. 


The task that lay before al-Ghazālī following his nervous collapse 
and departure from Baghdad, then, was to communicate his theology 
more completely and in ways that would make it more readily accept- 
able to his fellows. As we have seen, he had already begun to move 
in this direction in writing Miķakk. The more properly metaphysical 
and theological elements of the system (including his Neoplatoniz- 
ing psychology) had now to be represented in language and in forms 


100 Conclusions 


that were more integrally associated with the religious tradition as 
such so as more easily to display it as an all-encompassing theoretical 
vision of the underlying truths of the revelation. Given the circum- 
stances and the stress he had been under, it is not surprising that 
al-Ghazālī began with Qudsiyyah, an Ashrarite catechism. Following 
| this elementary exercise in traditional catechetics, however, he pro- 
duced his grand synthesis, Ihy® <uliim al-din, 5 which was almost 
immediately received with as great and as wide acclaim as he might 
reasonably have hoped for. This done, he proceeded to set out many 
of the most important elements of his theology more explicitly in 
conceptual terms in al-Magsad al-asnā, K. al-Arba‘in, and Mishkat 
al-anwar. 

Al-Ghazali was evidently satisfied that with the publication of this 
series of works he had presented the core of his theological teach- 
ing in appropriate form and in ample detail. With Qistas, then, he 
returns to a more popular level work, at a time when most likely 
he was already thinking about coming out of retirement. Nor is it 
mere coincidence that Faysal, an apologetic work in which he defends 
the validity of his departures from traditional Ash‘arite orthodoxy, 
was written at the time of his return to teaching at Nishapur (499/ 
1106). And Faysal is followed by his autobiography, al-Mungidh min 
al-dalal, itself an essentially apologetic work, in which, while taking 
a somewhat conciliatory stance toward the mutakallimūn, he parades 
his exceptional intellectual endowments and insists both on the pro- 
found sincerity of his quest for knowledge of “the essential natures 
of things” and on his ultimate achievement, through the assiduous 
practice of sufi asceticism, of a level of religious insight and cogni- 
tive certitude that cannot be communicated to ordinary scholars. The 
subject of his last major work, Mustasfa, is the fundamental prin- 
ciples of religious law, but here too, one notes his general program 
continues, as he intends, by the verbatim introduction of extensive 
portions of Mihakk into its prefatory sections, to draw °usil al-figh 
more fully and explicitly within the compass of his overall theologi- 
cal system. Conflicts with the school theologians, however, were not 
to be resolved, and after his final retirement from teaching he gave 
full vent to his animosity against the mutakallimūn in the polemic of 
Tham. 

Al-Ghazali never composed a complete, systematic summary of 
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his theology in formally conceptual terms. His theology is, in some 
respects, at least, rather superficial; the general structure is there, but 
in a number of places seems incomplete. There are several quite basic 
questions concerning which the texts offer us little or no clear indi- 
cation of what al-Ghazali’s views might have been. Whether he was 
fully aware of their importance and had thought them through is, in 
fact, guestionable.! These, however, are matters that need not con- 
cern us here, as the facts regarding the primary subject of our present 
study would seem to be clear enough. Al-Ghazālī was an Ash‘arite 
in the sense that it was their school (madhhab) that he associated 
himself with as regards teaching and instruction of religious doctrine 
on a general or elementary level. This is unambiguously evidenced in 
Qudsiyyah. There is no evidence, on the other hand, that he held the 
traditional doctrine of the school as his own, personal madhhab, “the 
theoretical matters that had been revealed to him and that as such 
he privately believed" (Mizan, p. 124, 13f.). It is the dialectical inter- 
play of these several levels, in many works and in many ways, that has 
caused difficulties for students of al-Ghazālī's works and given some 
the impression of gross inconsistency. 

The focus of our study has been narrow, and even within these 
limits there are many things that remain to be clarified. The general 


pattern, however, would seem to be well-enough substantiated on the 


evidence of the texts to offer a useful basis for further investigation. 


Preface 


1. Publication of the acta of this meeting foundered on a shoal of inaction 
and indifferencc. The contributions having to do with Islam were eventually 
published in Revue des études islamiques 55—57 (1987—89), which appeared only 
in the latter part of 1992 and then without the contributors' ever having been 
given an opportunity to read the proofs. 


1. Introduction 


1 The one, Ikdtigār, has been known for some time now; the other, con- 
tained in the untitled manuscript, Escorial no. 1610 (copied 552/1157), has not 
hitherto been identified. i 

_ 2 The work has been translated a number of times. The best (though not 
altogether satisfactory) in English are those of W. M. Watt, Faith and Prac- 
tice of Ghazali (London, 1953), and R. McCarthy, Freedom and Fulfillment 
(Boston, 1980). f 
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3 L. Gardet and M. M. Anawati, Introduction à la théologie musulmane 
(Paris, 1948), pp. 113ff. Similarly, Watt holds that throughout his life al- 
Ghazālī adhered to the traditional teaching of the Ash‘arite school (Muslim 
Intellectual [Edinburgh, 1963], p. 119), and while noting that there are con- 
spicuous differences between al-Juwaynī's Irshad and al-Ghazālfs T, gtisād, he 
concludes that they are essentially formal and not substantive (pp. 122f.). 
Watt's book contains a number of interesting suggestions, but he has almost 
no sense of what philosophy and theology really are and so little understand- 
ing of the theoretical issues and problems discussed and argued in the texts. 
Some more recent studies contribute little to the question, e.g., H. Atay, 
"Mawgif al-Ghazālī min ‘ilm al-kalām,” in Ghazali, la raison et le miracle (Islam 
d'hier et d'aujourd'hui, 30) (Paris, 1987), pp. 27—43, and George Makdisi, 
“Al-Ghazali, disciple de Sháfi*i en droit et en théologie," Ghazali, PP- 45—55. 

4 Herbert Davidson's conclusion, based on a careful examination of 
Mishkah, that al-Ghazālī's conception of intellectual beings and the celestial 
world follows that of Avicenna (Alfarabi, Avicenna, and Averroés on Intel- 
lect [Oxford, 1992], Pp. 129—144. and 149ff.) corroborates the evidence we 
shall present here and parallels our own conclusions concerning al-Ghazālīs 
cosmology, set out in Creation and tbe Cosmic System (Abhandlungen der 
Heidelberger Akademie der Wissenschaften, philos.-hist. KL, 1992/1) (Hei- 
delberg, 1992). See also B. Abrahamov, *Al-Ghazali's Theory of Causality,” 
Studia Islamica 67/68 (1988), pp. 75—89. 

s "Al-Ghazali, artisan de la fusion des systémes de pensée," Journal Asia- 
tique 278 (1991), pp. 223ff. 

6 For a detailed discussion of these matters, see our *The Science of 
Kalam,” Arabic Science and Philosophy 2 (1992), pp. 7ff., and “Knowledge and 
Taglid: The Foundations of Religious Belief in Classical Ash'arism," JAOS 
109 (1989), pp. 37ff. | 

7 Cf., e.g., Isharah, pp. 17ff., and Irshad, p. 3. The thesis of Makdisi and 
others that the leading masters of the Shaficite school were firmly opposed 
to systematic theology and stayed clear of kalàm as a matter of principle 
is plainly no longer tenable, as has been pointed out by Joseph van Ess in 
ZDMG 139 (1989), P. 242. Concerning the case of al-Shīrāzī in particular, 
see E. Chaumont, “Encore au sujet de PAsh‘arisme d'abü Ishāg ash-Shīrāzī,” 
Studia Islamica 74. (1991), pp. 167ff.; Chaumont quite correctly points to the 
distinction between al-Shīrāzīs position concerning legal questions and that 
concerning matters of fundamental theology ("sil al-din), and shows that he 
followed al-Shafi‘l in the former and al-Ashrarī in the latter (PP. 175f.). Note, 
too, that one has within this context also to distinguish between legal inter- 
pretation of the language of the sacred texts and their theological exegesis, 
as allegorical interpretation is allowed in the latter but not in the former. 
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2. Al-Ghazālī on the Place of Kalam 
Amongst the Religious Sciences 


1 Igtisad, p. 1, 9ff.; so, also, paralleling the last phrase, we find in Oudstyya, 
79, 5 (= Ihy# 1, p. 104, 19), nata’y al-ugūl wa-qadayat al-shar* al-manqui. 
For a detailed discussion, see our “Al-Ghazali on Taglid,” ZGAIW 7 (1992), 
PP. 20717. | 

2 Cf., e.g., Iqttsëd, pp. 1-3 and 108, 2; Ibya? 3, p. 17, 2f. and cp. Oudsiyya, 
P. 79, 4ff. (= Iby@ 1, p. 104, I9ff.). 

3 I have preferred to leave ‘jawhar (pl. jawābir) untranslated here and 
in most places in what follows, since what al-Ghazālī means by the word is 
somewhat problematic, as we shall see. In the translation literature and in the 
usage of the falāsifa, it is employed as an equivalent of Greek ‘ovata’ (though 
the concept has a very different place in Avicenna's metaphysics from that 


* which it holds in Aristotle's). In the lexicon of classical kalām it is a catego- 


rial term used to name or refer to the atom or indivisible particle (al-juz? ), 
which is an independent entity (q@imun bi-nafsihi), as distinguished from 
the “accident,” which is not. 

4. Makdisi translates a portion of this passage of Mustasfa (“The Juridical 
Theology of Shafist,” Studia Islamica 59 [1984], pp. 33f.), but seems neither to 
recognize the formal basis of the distinction al-Ghazālī makes between kalam 
and jurisprudence nor to take seriously the assertions he makes concerning 
the nature of kalam as a religious science. See also the remarks in n. 8 below 
concerning Otstās, p. 68, s. 

s The section concerning God and His attributes in al-Juwayni's R. al- 
Nizamiyyahb (pp. 20—42), for example, is ordered under these three topics. 

6 Generally speaking, “necessary knowledge” (‘tlm daruri) is defined as 
any knowledge (true cognition) which is not and cannot be the direct re- 
sult of something we choose to do or choose not to do, i.e., which is not 
the result of a rational inference, and which, therefore, we cannot choose 
to call into question by questioning the premises on which it is based; cf., 
e.g., Mujarrad, p. 248, rof., Shāmil (81), pp. 84f. and Kafiyab, $71, pp. 29f. 
Included under a/-ulum al-daruriyyah, therefore, are four of the five grounds 
of properly justified knowledge mentioned in Qistas, p. 60 (on which see p. 17 
below). Included also will be the insights which come about as the result of 
asceticism; cf., c.g., "Ajā?ib al-qalb (Iya, Book XXI). Concerning “acquired 
knowledge” (‘ilm muktasab), see the references in chap. 2, n. 27. | 

7 As used here and in ‘al-ma‘arif al-diniyyal’ (Qistas, p. 68, 4), “al-masrifal 
is a general term for religious knowledge, though with al-Ghazālī, as with 
the sufis, it very often has the connotation of higher, direct religious in- 
sight and so is often opposed to scientific or scholarly knowledge (al-lm). 
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(For the use of the word in various senses of religious knowledge, see our 
“Knowledge and Taglid,” p. 47, n. 24, and P- 54, n. 38.) In Mthakk, p. 77, and 
Mustasfa 1, p. 11, al-Ghazālī identifies ma‘rifah with the cognitive grasp of 
essences as such and distinguishes it thus from "ilm, which is the grasp of true 
propositions; he docs not, however, follow this distinction with any consis- 
tency at all, as his use of these words is very fluid and has specifically to be 
understood within each particular context. With the expression ‘al-ma‘arif 
al-ilëbiyyal?, however, cp. ‘al-“ulim al-ilabiyyal? in Mungidh, p. 105, 8, which 
is somewhat ambivalent since it may, in the context, refer either to theologi- 
cal knowledge as such and in general or to the “theology” of the falāsifa. (The 
section concerning God and His attributes in Nizamtyyah is termed “Bab al- 
"ilabiyyat".) Al-Ghazali, later in the same chapter of Munqidh (pp. 106f.), as 
also in Iya? 1, p. 23, 8, uses the expression ‘al~ilahtyyat’ specifically to refer 
to the metaphysics of the falasifa as such. (Note, however, the occurrence of 
*kalām for metaphysics in the list of sciences in Oistās, p. 68, cited in chap. 2, 
n. 8.) Cf. also the expression 'falsafatu l~ilahiyyin’ employed for metaphysics 
in Mungidh, p. 156, 6; also note Mizan, P: 12, 8, where he speaks of “the sufis 
and those falasifa who believe generally in God and the last day,” and ibid., 
P- 5, 8, where he mentions “ba‘du |~ilahiyyina L'islámiyyina mina L-falastfah,” 
and p. 6, 16, where he refers to *al-sūfiyyatu wal->ilākiyyīna mina Lfalasifah,” 
with whose views he associates himself (see below, PP. 95—96). In Mungidh, 
P- 123, he seems to restrict the use of logic to secondary matters which are 
not plainly presented in the Koran and the Tradition, but this is because of 
the particular context where he is speaking against the Bātiniyya. Note that 
logic is not the mere rules governing the use of the syllogistic forms, but, 
for al-Ghazālī assumes the Aristotelian ontology and the valid acguisition of 
justified premises. We shall return to this shortly. 

8 Following Greck usage, one is inclined to consider whatever is juridical 


to be conventional (belonging to vópos) as such, since it has to do with the 


stipulations of the lawgiver. Al-Ghazālī, however, evidently considers the sci- 
ence of the fundamental principles of law (“imu *usgli l-figh), as distinct from 
the science of the applications of the particular mandates of the law, to bea 
theoretical science; the latter begins from merely probable premises (mugad- 
damāt zanniyyab) in order to seek conclusions that are merely probable (sce 
Mthakk, p. 54 and the references in n. 17 below). Thus, in Mi*yür, p. 23, 1, he 
speaks of “al-‘ulumu l-nazariyyatu |-agliyyatu minbā wal-fightyyah,” and so 
too in Oistas, p. 68, s, he lists as regulated by logic *the sciences of arithmetic, 
geometry, physics, law (figh), and kalàm, and every one which is a real sci- 
ence and not merely conventional (kullu ‘ilmin hagigtyyin ghayri wadi)” The 
occurrence of ‘al-fighiyyah” between ‘al-tabi*iyyah” and ‘al-kalamiyyah” seems 
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curious in any case; the order is notably different from that of Ihya? 1, p. 23, 
and Mungqidh, pp. rosf. Al-Ghazālīs downgrading of applied fiqh as opposed 
to usül al-figh caused a hostile reaction in some quarters; see Eric Ormsby, 
Theodicy in Islamic Thought (Princeton, N.J., 1984), p. 99. In Mungidh, p. 163, 
uf., concerning the healing properties of devotional acts, al-Ghazali speaks 
of “al~awda‘u |-shar‘iyyah”. What he means by this is that while the specific 
characteristics (khawāss) of devotional acts by virtue of which they are effi- 
cacious in promoting the soul's advancement in perfection derive from the 
nature ofthe soul and its relation to the body; knowledge of this is originally 
accessible only through prophetic revelation (see p. 67 below), where they 
are presented in the form of legislative commands. 

9 Cf. Tahafut, p. 12, and al-Qudsiyyab, p. 79 (= Ihy? r, p. 104, 18ff.), and 
see our “Al-Ghazali on Taglid,” pp. 241ff. What is for one's ultimate good is 
known by revelation and so cannot be known through ordinary experience 


` of the material world or through speculative reasoning (e.g., Munqidb, pp. 


152 and 161ff., Mustasfā 1, pp. 61f.). 

10 Ihya? 1, p. 23, 1 and isff., pp. 4of., and p. 97, 13ff.; Jawahir, p. 21; and 
Mungidh, p. 91, 4f. l 

11 Ibyë 1, p. 23, 1f. and 15ff., and p. 98, 17ff.; cp. Jawahir, pp. 23 and 34; cf. 
also Igtisad, p. 13; Munqidh, pp. 91f., and Faysal, p. 71, of. 

12 Makdisi (“Al-Ghazālī, disciple d'al-Sháfi'i en droit et en théologie,” pp. 
48f.) cites this example concerning al-Ghazālī's position with regard to ratio- 
nal theology and the validity of nonliteral interpretation (ta’wil), but, having 
failed to see the radicality of al-Ghazali’s own theology and its za>mil, mis- 
construes the evidence. The assertion (p. 48) that the Igtisād “ne représente 
pas les croyances dogmatiques dont Ghazālī fut convaincu" is simply gratu- 
itous in that no serious evidence is offered as to what al-Ghazali's genuine 
dogmatic beliefs might plausibly be. Statements such as that concerning the 
inflexibility of the Hanbalites (e.g., in I%yā? 1, p. 103, 4) are ignored, while 
al-Ghazālī's consistent insistence (e.g., Ifya? 1, pp. torf. and p. 105, 8ff., and 
in Faysal and Iljām, on which see pp. 76ff. below) on recognizing the presence 
of metaphor (istt‘érah, less often, majaz) in the formal analysis and inter- 
pretation of many descriptions of God found in the Koran and prophetic 
Traditions is ignored along with the radically rationalizing ta’wil that he 
often suggests and sometimes presents. 

13 Note that while he never explicitly identifies himself with the Ash‘arite 
school, he does speak (Igtisad, p. 156, 1, and Miķakk, p. 76, 15, and p. 77, 1) of 
“our fellows” in contexts in which the Shāficite adherents of the school are 
unambigously referred to, as also, while giving characteristic Ash‘arite for- 
mulations, he speaks (Igtisad, p. 106, 12ff., and Mihakk, p. 141, 2) of those who 
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hold the true doctrine (ahl al-baqq). Cf. also “al-ashab al-mutaqaddimin? 
in Faysal, pp. sf., discussed on pp. 76f. below in connection with al-Ghazalr's 
later conflict with the school. 

14 E.g., Ipya‘ 1, p. 79, uff., where kalam is identified with disputation (al- 
Jadalu wal-munazarah) and distinguished from science/knowledge (al-‘ilm). 
Kalam is also identified with disputation in Jawahir, pp. 21 and 23. Note that 
in this he includes the legal scholars too (Iya? 1, p. 30, 13ff., and Faysal, P. 70, 
sff.), though the disputational habits of the mutakallimün are worse (Ihya? 1, 
P. 40). 

15 Sulami, p. 87, and Hilyah 8, p. 361; so also abū Bakr ibn abi Sa‘dan 
condemns disputation (al-munazarah), Sulami, p. 422, 3f. Given al-Ghazali’s 
generally low opinion of the religious scholars as a class, it is plain that his 
general disapproval of scholastic dialectic is neither founded in nor directly 
akin to the dogmatic views of the Hanbalites. | 

16 Many of the mutakallimün are prevented from attaining deeper insight 
because of their taglīd to the opinions of their masters; cf., e.g., Ibya 3, 
P- 13, rsff., and generally our “Al-Ghazali on Taglid,” pp. 231ff. Concerning al- 
.. Ghazālī's understanding of wahm (Avicenna’s “vis aestimativa”), cf. ibid., pp. 
235ff.; Miķakk, pp. 62ff. and 71; and Mustasfā 1, pp. 46ff. and soff. In Faysal 
(pp. 69, 9f. and 7o, 2ff.) and Iljām (p. 79, 3) al-Ghazālī speaks contemptuously 
of the arguments of the mutakallimün as rustim. It would seem likely that in 
al-Ghazali's use of ‘rasm’ here and in analogous contexts, the word does not 
have the formal sense that it carries in the logic of the falāsifa but more that 
which is found in sufi contexts in which it is opposed to ‘hagigah’ to describe 
something as mere appearance rather than reality; cf., e.g., Sulami, p. 158, 9, 
and p. 182, 12. Elsewhere, however, he plainly uses ‘rasm? in the formal sense 
it has for Avicenna, e.g., Mihakk, p. 103, 15. 

17 This is true of the reasoning of fiqh too (cf., e.g., Mustasfa 1, pp. 48f. 
and Miķakk, pp. 67f.), but in fiqh this is acceptable, since legal conclusions 
are merely probable opinions (zann; cf. ibid., PP- 43, 54, and 67). 

18 Cp. the list in Mzyar, pp. 108ff. Earlier (Qistas, p. 21), he had described 
"primary knowledge that is not based on inference" as “acquired either from 
sense and experience or the basic disposition of the mind" (»immā mina I-hissi 
wal-tajribati °aw-gbarizati I--agl). Yn Ihyã 3 (p. 19, 6ff.), following a tradi- 
tional formula, he says that the primary sources of knowledge are two, viz., 
the senses and formal reasoning (al-hawass and al-i‘tibar). The list of the 
four kinds of primary knowledge, like that of the five sources, would seem 
most likely derived from Avicenna (cf., e.g., Iskārāt, pp. ssff., and Burhan, 
PP. 9sff.). In Miķakk, pp. s7ff., and Mustasfa 1, pp. 44f.) he presents seven 
sources of knowledge and judgment; here, direct perception is divided into 
the immediate experiences of one's interior states and external sensibles and 
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two further kinds of judgment are added, namely, those based on impres- 
sions (al-wabmiyyat) and those based on common opinion (al-mashhurat). 
The addition of these two sources of judgment is not merely for the sake of 
completeness, but also no doubt in order to add justification and clarity to 
his attacks on the intellectual weakness of the religious scholars in general 
and the mutakallimūn in particular. 

I9 Sce Creation and the Cosmic System, pp. 12ff. Similarly, he rejects the 
concept of “states” (aal) held by al-Bāgillānī and al-Juwaynī as confused 
(Mthakk, pp. 29f.) and implausible (Mustasfa r, p. 35, 9f.). Why, however, and 
in exactly what respect the concept is confused, he does not say. 

20 The passage is discussed by M. Marmura in *Ghazali and Demonstra- 
tive Science,” JHP 3 (1965), pp. 193ff., and in “Al-Ghazali’s Attitude Toward 
the Secular Sciences and Logic," in Essays on Islamic Philosophy and Science, ed. 
G. F. Hourani (Albany, N.Y., 1975), pp. rosf. 

21 Cf., e.g., Ikyā” i, p. 17, 4f., and Iljām, p. 87, off. Al-GhazālTs position 
here is plainly opposed to the common doctrine of the Ash‘arite school and 
of al-Juwayni. It is to be noted that al-Ansàri presents a lengthy attack on 
the thesis of the causality of the Aristotelian elements, of natures, proper 
accidents (al-arad al-lazim), and essential properties (khāssiyyat al-dhat) in 
Ghunyah, foll. 149v ff. Al-Ghazali employs ‘khassiyyal’ often as a general term 
for a thing’s nature; cf., e.g., Mishkah, p. 79, 12, where he speaks of the 
khasstyyah of the “perceptive spirit,” which is a part of the soul, and Mustasfa 
I, p. 32, 6f., where he says that the true nature (#agigab) of each being is its 
khassiyyah, which belongs to it and not to any other. It is in this sense that al- 


. Ansari speaks of “khasstyyatu lakwan” (Ghunyah, fol. 38r, 22f.). Some earlier 


Ash‘arites too speak of the “properties” (khasstyyah) or “natures” (tabr'ab) 
of bodies (e.g., al-Baqillani, Hidayah, foll. 27v, 1sf. and 18r, 1f.), but exactly 
how this is to be understood within the generally occasionalistic system is 
not clear. 

22 Cf. also Mustasfa 1, p. 52, 12f. In Ipya@ 1, p. 30, rff., al-Ghazali speaks 
of the astrologer’s predictions based on astronomical observations and the 


* physician’s prediction of the course of an illness from his observations of 


the patient's symptoms as inferences founded on causes ("asbab ) grounded in 
the knowledge of “the usual courses of God's custom and habit” (ma"rifatun 
bi-majārī sunnati |-laln wa-‘adatili), which he holds to be invariant. Thus, 
according to al-Farabi too, fire’s causing combustion is something that hap- 
pens in most cases but not always and necessarily, since the state of the re- 
ceiving subject is a condition for the occurrence of the effect (Nukat, pp. 
107f., $$ 8f.); the relation is what al-Ghazali speaks of as a “conjunction” 
(tgtirān). The effect follows, given the usual circumstances. 

23 Note that al-Kiya? al-Harāsī, a fellow student of al-Ghazali's under al- 
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Juwayni, expressly denies that eating causes satiety (Uszl al-din), fol. 2o1r, 
translated in our “Moral Obligation in Classical Muslim Theology,” Journal 
of Religtous Ethics 11 (1983), p. 209. Against the notion of the concomitance of 
causes and effects, cf. Mujarrad, p. 263, off. 

24. "That whose alteration is not in possibility" is that which cannot 
conceivably be otherwise under any circumstances: what God could not 
have willed to be otherwise. One notes, thus, that the opening sentence of 
Book XVII of Tabafiet is ambivalent as al-Ghazālī says, “The connection 
between what is commonly believed to be a cause and what is commonly 
believed to be an effect is not a necessary one (ģarīrī) in our opinion.” If 
one takes ‘darūr? in the sense it has in this passage of Mfyār, then the state- 
ment is seen to have a very precise meaning and one, moreover, that is almost 
banal in the context. This is even more true if one understands here má al- 
mawstifah rather than al-mawsilah, so as to render “the connection between 
some things that are commonly believed. . . .” Al-Ghazali's conception of the 
necessary and the possible follows that of Avicenna (cf., e.g., Magsad, p. 137, 
9ff., translated in Creation and the Cosmic System, p. 62). Concerning his con- 
ception of the possibles as essences that are unoriginated and given to God’s 
knowledge as such, see ibid., pp. s2ff. 

25 This passage of Iljam is translated and discussed in Creation and the Cos- 
mic System, pp. 7sf. Note that not only is the concept of the soul found here 
altogether alien to the Ash‘arite theology ('souP “has no referent”: Mihakk, 
P- 133, translated below, chap. 3, p. 60), but the idea that something intrinsic 
to man should govern the body so as to be the cause of any of its acts is 
incompatible with their traditional occasionalism (cf., e.g., al-Isfara"ini, Fr. 
no. 48, p. 155). 

26 In Mthakk, p. 144 also, al-Ghazali talks about decapitation and death 
alongside eating and satiety, being struck a blow and suffering pain, and 
drugs and healing, as causes and effects. Here, however, he omits decapita- 
tion and death when he comes to explain that the actual production of the 
effect, since it may depend upon the state of the object, does not necessarily 
follow the usual cause in every case. One should note also that in contrast 
with the earlier context (p. 136) in which he had suggested that the soul 
governs the body as God governs the universe, the larger context of the dis- 
cussion of “causes” at p. 144 is strictly one of law (fiqh), one, that is, which 
belongs to the second category of doctrinal systems mentioned in Mizān (see 
chap. s, p. 96) wherefore any talk about the soul is formally precluded. 


27 Mthakk, p. 61, 6f. (reading ta‘bir for tyr in line 7); cp. ibid., p. 80, 6; 


cited on p. 18 above. The vocabulary here is not unique to al-Ghazālī, for 
the Ashrarites too commonly speak of the regularity or consistency (ittirād, 
istimrār) of “God's custom” (e.g., Irshad, p. 180, 9, and Shamil [69], p. 284, 
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6f.) and of its stability (mustagarr, c.g., Shamil, pp. 489, 1, and 491, rsf.), 
but where they talk of interruptions or breaks in occasionalistically usual se- 
quences of events, al-Ghazālī leans heavily on the emphatic future of Qs, 42: 
“you shall never find (lan tajida) any substitution. . . .” 

28 In traditional usage and commonly with al-Ghazālī, ‘mun muktasab 
(‘mu ktisāb, al-ilm al-kasbi) is knowledge (any true cognition) that is based 
on inference following reflection and reasoning (cf., e.g., Mujarrad, p. 247, 
19f., and Shamil [81], pp. 6of.) and concerning which doubts may be raised 
by calling into question one or both of the premises on which its justifica- 
tion is proposed. “Timu ktisab’ is, therefore, synonymous with ‘Hm nazar? 
(“speculative knowledge"); cf., e.g., Shirazi, ‘Aqidah, $15, p. 67, and Mizan, 
P- 29, translated below, chap. 5, p. 95. ‘Istidlal’ and ‘řtibār are interchanged, 
€.g., in Ihya? 3, p. 17, 29f. Though some scholars, misled perhaps by the ter- 
minology and mistrustful of kalam, have tended to find the expressions “¿Im 
muktasal? and “ilm darir? (on which, see chap. 2, n. 6 above) unclear and 
the meaning confused, the concepts are, in fact, quite straightforward and 
the basic distinction is altogether sound. 

29 On the background of these names for logic, see Dmitri Gutas, Avi- 
cenna and the Aristotelian Tradition (Leiden, 1988), pp. 281f. 

30 Thus, for example, the degrees (rutab) or levels (darajāt) of existence 
and of the presence/presentation of existence, on which, see below, chap. +, 
P. 78. 

31 Earlier in the same work he insists that the use of logic is illustrated 
and taught in the Koran (p. 8; cp. Mungidh, p. 123), and in arguing for the 
validity of drawing a conclusion from two premises he cites Q6,83 as con- 
firming the use of logical reasoning by Abraham (e.g., pp. 18 and 27); this is ` 
traditional within the school (cf., e.g., Luma‘, $11, and Isharah, P- 18, 2-13). 

32 One should keep in mind that the forward references in the first two 
books of Iya’ to the second half of the work are important for understanding 
how the often traditional language of Books I and II is to be taken. 

33 ‘Al-mu‘amalal’ is common among the sufis as a term for the fulfillment 
of moral duties and devotional practices; al-Sulami, e.g. (p. 299), reports of 
abū l-Husayn al-Warrāg that “kana “aliman bi-ulsimi l-zàbiri wa-yatakallamu 

fī dagārigi «ulūmi |-mu‘amalati wa-uyūbi l^af*àl"; see also ibid., pp. 158, 3f., 
316, 7f. and 351, 12f. and 453, 1sff., and 437f. (Concerning al-Ghazalr's associa- 
tion of the ethics of the falasifa with the teaching of the sufis in Mizan and 
Mungidh, see chap. s, p. 95 below.) On the common use of the term in other 
contexts, cf. Marie Bernard, art. “Mu‘amala,” EJ.? 

34 ‘Angels’ here refers to separated celestial intelligences. The devils are 
metaphorically explained in terms of the appetites and the lower powers of 
the soul and the material mixture (mazaj) of the individual's body (e.g., Ihya? 
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3, P- 25, Isff.). (One should probably read #iab [wisdom] in place of hukm 
[judgment] at p. 20, 28.) It is interesting to note in connection with the in- 
terpretation of angels and devils here that in Jawahir (p. 29) he interprets the 
“two fingers" in the hadith, “The hearts of men are between two of God's 
fingers . . .” as angels and devils, so that there will be two distinct levels of 
ta^wil for this hadith, as one passes through a secondary metaphor in order 
to come finally to the underlying sense. In al-Ghazali’s use, ‘the High Coun- 
cil’ (the phrase is taken from Q37,8 and 38,69) refers to the highest of the 
separated intelligences, which is associated with the outermost sphere and 
functions as the agent intellect (c.g., Mizan, p. 49, 1sf.). His use of titles and 
descriptions taken from the Koran and from Traditions to refer to celestial 
intellects (“angels”) and to the highest in particular, varies, and from one 
place to another seems to be based on rhetorical criteria, if not whim, and 
not on any formal systematization of the terminology in terms of a specific 
hierarchy. In some cases it is not entirely clear whether al-Ghazali attributes a 
given function to the angel of the outermost sphere specifically as the direct 
or proximate cause or remotely as the agent that governs the operation of 
the whole. This seeming confusion may, however, reflect in some part a use 
of Isma‘ili material; see H. Landholt, “Ghazal and “Religionswissenschaft, ” 
Asiatische Studien 74. (1991), pp. 19—72. | 

35 He says (p. 23, ff.) that the physics (al-tabiiyydt) of the falāsifa, where 
it is not pure ignorance and so contrary to the revelation, resembles the 
theories of the physicians (nagar al->atibba”); cp. Mungidh, p. 104. That he 
does not mention psychology here is probably due to the fact that those as- 
pects of it which most interested him had been appended to metaphysics by 
Avicenna; on this sec Gutas, Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition, PP. 254ff. 

36 That this is the principal point of the introductory classification is not 
made altogether clear in the discussion of Gardet and Anawati, Introduc- 
tion, pp. u3ff., where the analysis is more narrowly focused on the division, 
ordering, and classification of the sciences as such. 

37 The image of a mirror is important to him; it is employed in Mr, 
P- 164, off.; and in Ihya? 4, pp. 304, 6ff., and 489, 1ff.; Mizan, p. 24, 7ff.; and 
Jawáhir, p. 13; cp. al-Nafs al-natigah, p- 196, 19ff. Al-Razi (Tafsir 2, p. 203, 
2ff.), in fact, accuses al-Ghazali of making here an incompetent attempt to 
explain the doctrine of the falāsifa. (I am indebted to Anthony Street of the 
Australian National University for this reference.) In Mizan (p. 12, 2of.) al- 
Ghazālī employs the language of the falāsifa in presenting the “sufi” thesis 
that "the perfection peculiar to man is the grasp of the essential nature of the 
intelligible beings as they really are (*idrāku hagigati l-*aqiiyyati ala ma hiya 
“alaybi) apart from general impressions and sensible forms (al-mutawahhimat 
wal-ķissiyyāt) in which animals share”. That as such, the intellect, as opposed 
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to imagination, sense, etc., grasps pure abstracts, cf. also, e.g., Mustasfā 1, 
P- 35, and Misbkab, p. 79, 5. 

38 Cp. Mi'yār, p. 106, off., where he says “when [the premises] are present 
in the brain in a special order the soul is ready for the knowledge of the con- 
clusion to come to be in it from God” ("i bà badarat fi l-dhihni ‘ala tartibin 
makbsusin ista‘addati I-nafšu li?an yahdutha fibà l-ilmu bil-natijati min “indi 
Hah). Marmura (“Al-Ghazali on Demonstrative Science,” P: 194) interprets 
this as implying that God creates the knowledge of the conclusion in the 
soul directly, not through the intermediate causality of an angel (a celestial 
intelligence which functions as an agent intellect). He therefore reads whdti? 
as passive of the causative stem of the verb (yxhdath); this seems to me much 
less likely than the active of the intransitive, given the “from God” (mina ilāh) 
that follows. There is, moreover, no question of any causal agency here in 
Mi*yar, but only ofthe soul’s readiness (ésti*dàd ) to receive the cognition (cp. 
the 'injalā” of Ihya, loc. cit.). Upon the achievement of actuality of proximate 
aptitude, in any case, the knowledge is passively received, wherefore to read 
the passive makes no difference to the proper sense of the statement, since 
"from God" may not be read as expressing the agent, but as indicating the 
source in God's original Ordainment ofthe universal system. In Mēzān (P. 17, 
13ff.) al-Ghazali speaks of knowledge that is received from “the angels that 
are entrusted with human souls,” and goes on to say that “this knowledge 
occurs in them from God only through an intermediary ("innamā yahsulu 
fibà mina Ilāhi bi-wāsitah); He says, ‘it is not man’s that God speak to him save 
by revelation or from behind a veil or by sending a messenger’ (Q42,51).” On 
the operation of this, see also references in chap. 2, n. 41, below. In one re- 
spect this is not radically different from the conception of the Ash‘ arites, for 
whom knowledge (cilm) follows reasoning (al-nazar) but is not mutawallid; 
see also chap. 3, n. 60, below, and see the references in our “The Science of 
Kalam,” p. ro, n. s. Concerning how the conclusion which is containcd in the 
premises “in potency” comes to actuality, al-Ghazali mentions in Mustasfa 
(1, p. 53) the Mu‘tazilite thesis alongside several Ash‘arite theses and his own 
(attributed to the falasifa), but concludes by saying that to go into the truth 
of the matter “is not appropriate to our present context.” In any event, for 
the Ash‘arites and al-Ghazālī both, as well as for al-Farabi and Avicenna, the 
agent intellect acts 9ópo6ev. One notes here that in contrast to the doctrine 
of Aristotle and the Christian thinkers of the Latin West, none of the falāsifa 
holds that the rational soul or intellect is or possesses as an element or aspect 
of its own being the active power of its own act; rather, the human intel- 
lect receives its proper actuality through the action of an external, celestial 
agent. With Avicenna and al-Ghazali, however, the passivity of the rational 
soul is absolute, since the internal acts which bring about the conditions for 
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the souls reception of the forms from the agent intellect are the determinate 
effects, direct or indirect, of external causes. 

.. 39 The image here is founded on the connotations of ‘al-natijah’ (the 
conclusion of a syllogism), which is derived from the verb ‘nataja, yantiju’, 
the base meaning of which is to give birth, generally of animals. Al-Ghazālī 
makes an elaborate play on the connotations of the word in Iljām, pp. 68f., 
concerning which see Creation and tbe Cosmic System, p. 76, n. 150. 

40 The particular work or activity (amal) of the scholars and the sages 
is “to acquire the sciences as such and to impart them to the mind" (iktisābu 
nafsi |-ulumi wa-jtilābuhā >ilā l-qalb) (Ihy&? 3, pp. 20f.); note the use of 
"iktisāb” here: as distinguished from the knowledge of the “saints,” the meta- 
physical knowledge of the scholars and the sages is conceptual and is acquired 
through rational inference. Note too that ‘sages’ (al-hukam@? ) is commonly 
employed to designate the falāsifa. 

41 See the remarks in our Creation and the Cosmic System, p. 45, and the 
references there in n. 81 and concerning the Throne (identified with the Well 
Guarded Tablet) as the first created intellect associated with the outermost 
sphere; see also Ihy® 3, p. 20, 3ff., cited in chap. +, n. 14, below. Al-Ghàzali's 
usage of these expressions is not everywhere consistent, as often, follow- 
ing traditional understanding of the word, he takes ‘Throne’ to refer to the 
outermost sphere as such. For the image of engraving, cf., e.g., Mīzān, p. 26, 
4ff., cited on p. 95 below. The agent intellect is referred to in Ihy? 3, p. 16, 
rtff., as a pen (galam) with which God writes on the intellect, “one of God's 
creations which He has made the cause of the actual engraving of true cog- 
nitions on human hearts” (khalgun min khalgi lláhi ja*alabu sababan li-busgli 
naqshi L*ulumi fi gulūbi l-bashar). That the reception occurs automatically 
once the human intellect is “ready” (musta‘add) is plainly implied by Ihy@ 3, 
P- 19, 27f.; cf. also Mīzān, p. 18, sff. 

42 On this cf. Creation and the Cosmic System, pp. 4sf. and 7sf. The angel 
of the “Throne” is named an ‘intellect’ according to Faysal (P. 41, where 
it is also said to be referred to metaphorically in scriptural references to 
God's *hand”). 

43 In Magsad and elsewhere al-Ghazālī associates or identifies God's tag- 
dir (his original apportioning creation according to order and measure) with 
His knowledge and will, His judgment (ukm), and His wisdom. With this, 
note the wording of Ihy@ +, p. 112, 12 (translated in chap. 3, p. 57, below), 
where he speaks of asbābun mugaddaratun fi imi llap” God's Accomplish- 
ment (al-gada’), following the use of the verb in O41,12, al-Ghazālī asso- 
ciates with His creating (skbtira‘) and bringing the universe (the primary, 
“universal and permanent causes”) to actual existence (^ijád) and so with his 
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general providence and liberality (e.g., Maqsad, p. 98, and Iya? 4, P. 94, 8f. 
and cp. Najāk, p. 302, 19f.). l 


3. Two "Ash'arite" Tracts 


1 This problem has been most sharply raised by Prof. Marmura in sev- 
eral articles. He understands al-Ghazālī to follow the basic doctrine of the 
Ash'arite school against “[Avicenna’s] concept of a necessitating God” (“Al- 
Ghazālīs Attitude to the Secular Sciences and Logic," in Essays on Islamic 
Philosophy and Science, ed. G. F. Hourani [Albany, N.Y., 1975], p. 107), and 
to hold, for example, that every occurrence in the world is “the direct cre- 
ation of God” (*Ghazālī and Demonstrative Science,” P. 183) and accordingly 
sággests that one should read “the causal language used in the Miyar in 
occasionalist terms” (ibid., p. 193). Later, while still asserting that according 
to al-Ghazālī “divine power can intervene in the natural order” (“Al-Ghazali 
on Bodily Resurrection and Causality in Tabafut and the Iqtisad,” Aligarh 
Journal of Islamic Thought 2 [1989], p. 47), and interpreting references to the 
consistent order of natural events by expressions such as ‘[God’s] causing 
things to occur in consistent patterns’ (tjrā” al-*àdah) as implying that the 
patterns are governed by no intrinsic principles or natural laws but occa- 
sionalistically by God’s immediate activity (ibid., P- 53), he concludes (pp. 
soff.) to al-Ghazali's putting forward a “modified Aristotelian theory? which 
recognizes the presence.in some things of natural properties by which they 
are capable of specific kinds of action and passion, but one that is premised 
on the Ash'arite notion that the divine act is voluntary and concludes that 
this modified Aristotelian system is introduced into Tahafut, not as a theory 
which al-Ghazali himself subscribes to, but simply for the sake of argument 
(ibid., pp. so and 65). Abrahamov (“Al-Ghazili’s Theory of Causality,” p. 91) 
takes it that al-Ghazālī is deliberately inconsistent “in order to conceal his 
true doctrine.” | 

2 Al-Ansari follows the teaching of al-Juwayni for the most part very 
closely; this is not entirely the case with al-Harāsī, whose Usül al-din deserves 
serious study. One should note here that al-Ansari (Ghunyah, foll. ror and 
142v) accuses al-Juwayni of inconsistency because of the differences of what 
he had said regarding the creation of human acts in Nizamiyyah and in his 
major kalam works. 

3 The Karramiyya are reported (e.g., Farg, P: 222, and Milal, p. 192) to 
have held a position on this analogous to that of the Mu‘tazila. Only the 
Murtazila are mentioned, however, when the topic is taken up in Mustasfai (1, 
p. s8ff). 
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4 By ‘being aroused’ (inbitāth), he means the response that, given the 
prior psychological state of the subject, is caused deterministically by some 
power of the soul either because of the act of another power or by some ex- 
ternal stimulus. The word is used in the same sense elsewhere in Igtisād, c.g., 
at p. 173, translated in chap. 3, p. 38; cf. also the references and the discussion 
in Creation and the Cosmic System, p. 26, n. 39, and generally pp. 22ff. His 
use of “bamaral (fruit, product) in the present passage is to be understood 
within the same context of psychological determinism in which he will speak 
of human actions as the “products of moral character”; see Creation and the 
Cosmic System, p. 76, n. 150. 

s References to nature are not infrequent in Igtisad: pp. 8 (cited on p. 32 
above), 47, 68f., 171f., and 195 (cited on p. 34 above). 

6 Al-Ghazalr's definition of the ethically obligatory or necessary super- 
ficially resembles one of the traditional definitions, e.g., that the cthically 
obligatory is that for omission of which there is the threat of [God's] pun- 
ishment (for the definitions, cf. Kafiyah, pp. 38ff., cited in our “Moral Obli- 
gation,” p. 208, n. 15), but in the context is differently understood; on this 
cf. Creation and the Cosmic System, pp. 67. Al-Ghazālī's analysis of other 
ethical terms (‘good’, ‘bad’, ‘pointless’: Igtisād, pp. 161f., and see also Qudsiy- 
yah, p. 90, rsff. = Ihya? 1, p. 112, Iff., and generally Mustasfa 1, p- s8ff.) is 
analogously rationalizing and, albeit sguarely contrary to the intuitionist de- 
ontology of the Mu‘tazila, is nonetheless incompatible with the traditional 
Ashrarite doctrine which grounds them exclusively in God's gratuitous com- 
mand and prohibition. For al-Ghazālī (as also for the Murtazila), the reason 


(or cause) of an acts (or omission’s) being good or bad or obligatory (nec- 


essary) has its foundation in the natural good of the agent, so that ethical 
"causes" (slal) can be fully rationalized, directly or indirectly, in terms of 
the nature of the agent and the causal relationships which obtain between 
actions and their results. He cannot, thus, consistently make the radical sepa- 
ration between juridical *causes" and the commonly observed sequences of 
events as is stated, for example, by al-Harāsī (see our “Moral Obligation," 
pp. 209f.). Al-Ghazali's revised conception of moral obligation and necessity 
is presented already in Miķakk (pp. 141ff.). 

7 On this see our *Al-Ghazālī on Taqlid,” pp. 23sff., and the references 
there cited. Note also the appeal to natural disposition and nature in the 
reply to the Murtazila in Igtisād, pp. 171ff. 

8 Essentially, the same statement is made in Mi‘yar (p. 195). There, one 
might be inclined to discount it or not to take it altogether literally on the 
grounds that the stated purpose of the work is to set out the terminology 
and logic of the falāsifa. When it occurs in Igtisād, however, one has to take 
more serious account of its implications for al-Ghazalt’s theology; that God's 
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will to create this universe is included under this necessity is spelled out in 
Iljām (pp. 68f.). The statement at the opening of this section (Igtisād, p. 174, 
11) is also to be noted, in that he says "yajtzu li-llabi ‘an lā yakkluga |-khalg” 
(it is permissible for God that he not create mankind), as it plainly addresses 
the guestion of ethical necessity which is under discussion. He does not say 
‘yajuzu ‘an là yakhluga Wahu . . ? which might be taken to assert or imply 
that it is concretely possible that God not have created mankind. Though the 
statement does not and is not meant to assert that God necessarily creates 
from eternity, the theological significance of it is nonetheless considerable; 
see Creation and the Cosmic System, §§4.36. 

9 Maqsad, P- 98; cf. Creation and the Cosmic System, p. 42, n. 72. The nature 
of the human soul and its activities, however, belong (at least in part and in 
this life) to the sublunary realm and so are alluded to in a number of places 
in Igtisad, even though al-Ghazālī refuses to go into the matter as such (e.g., 
P- 215, discussed on p. $6 below). 

10 Using the terms in this way, then, the one (‘khalaga, yakklugw) is used 
of God's "creation" in the sense of the original determination of the universe 
in God's knowledge, wisdom, and will and the other of “creation” as the 
original ordering of the universe in which all future events are determined. 
On these terms and their association with God's attributes, see chap. 2, n. 43. 

11 Cf., e.g., Ihyã r, p. 52, 23 et alibi pass.; concerning the expression, which 
occurs also in Avicenna (e.g., IJabiyyat, P- 4, 16), see Creation and the Cosmic 
System, p. 18, n. 18. The idea that one has to avoid being distracted by various 
opportunities, advantages, and means of livelihood (asbāb ) in order to live 
in the immediate presence of God, the one who presents them as such (a/- 
musabbib), is not uncommon with the earlier sufis (cf., e.g., al-Sulami, pp. 
294, 353, 422f, and 449, 1f.), but al-Ghazālīs intention in using the expression 
is plainly that of Avicenna. Here again, we have an example of al-Ghazali's 
taking a locution employed in religious contexts and adapting it to his own 
formal system within the context of which it takes on a quite different mean- 
ing. Cp. also the definition of tawhid cited from al-Junayd (Risalah +, p. 42): 
"an talama anna gudrata llāhi fi lashyãi bi-la mizāj wa-sarahu lil-^ashya?i 
bi-là cilāj wa-illata kulli shay'in sanuhu wa-là illata li-sansipi” Thus, in speak- 
ing of the proof of the existence of the necessary existent from the contin- 
gency of the world, al-Ghazālī speaks (Mihakk, p. 93, rf.) of effects’ not being 
validly attributable to contingent entities (adamu sihhati stinādi l-ta’thiri-ila 
L-hawédith), but this is not the same as saying they have no effect or causality 
whatsoever (là ta?tbira laha), as do the traditional Ashsarites (e.g., Irshad, 
P. 210, 3f., and below, chap. 3, nn. 28 and 30). 

12 There is a variant for di/-jabarūt here which reads bil-malakūt, but since 
the latter in al-Ghazali’s use is a synonym for the celestial realm and all sub- 
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lunary events flow determinately from above, the sense remains essentially 
the same. 

13 So also he says that the soul uses (ista‘mala) the body; see chap. 2, n. 25, 
above and the discussion of the soul below on PP- 55—63. For the use of 
‘sakbkhara, yusakhkiirw (reflecting the wording of Qr3,2; 16, 14 et alibi pass.), 
cp., €.g., Avicenna, Agsam, pp. 113f. 

14 Note with regard to this passage that the relationships and interactions 
between the faculties of the human agent and their physiological effects 
(through the functioning of the pneuma) do not immediately involve the 
cosmic system and so are more or less clearly alluded to in a number of places 
in Igtisād, as when he refers to nature in the passage immediately above. 
Nor, since they are not subject to human volition, does allusion to them di- 
rectly raise the question of efficient causality in the voluntary acts of human 
agents. 

Is See, e.g., above, chap. 2, pp. 19—21, concerning al-Ghazālfs discussion 
of empirically founded premises in Mfyār, pp. 109f. and cf. Creation and 
the Cosmic System, p. 59. 

16 He similarly bows out of stating his position clearly and completely in 
a number of places in Igtisad, as he does also in other works. 

17 Thesis 6 (p. 40), that God is not an “accident,” stands as an article nor- 
mally included here in the traditional manuals in order to exclude God from 
both of the two most general classes of created beings. 

18 Cf. also Ipya? 3, p. 16, 23ff., and Mustasfa 1, pp. 45f., cited above in 
chap. 2, p. 18, and chap. 2, n. 8. 

19 This, like so much of al-Ghazalr's usage, also reflects the elements of tra- 
ditional religious language, as, for example, the “storehouses of the spirits” 
(khaza’in al-arwah) are said to be in the sky also in Mushkil, P- 198, 13f.; it is 
only when such locutions are heard within the broader context of al-Ghazālī's 
thought that their formal implications surface. 

20 With “both by nature and the revelation,” cp. the “aglan wa-shar‘an” 
of Avicenna’s al-Nafs l-nātigah, pp. 196, 17. and p. 197, 1. 

21 Cited also in Iljām, pp. 6of. A rationalization of why, for the good of 
simple people, the Prophet occasionally spoke in language that has to be in- 
terpreted metaphorically or allegorically is given in Ifjām, pp. 97ff., on which 
see chap. 4 below. 

22 Most Ash'arite authorities do not accept the equivalence of ‘istila” for 
"istiva?. In Qudsiyya (p. 83, 18 = Ihy@ 1, p. 107, 14) al-Ghazālī offers dstīlā” 
as an interpretation also for expressions that speak of God's being on high. 
Al-Ghazali's ta^wil of the metaphor will be presented without ambivalence in 
Iljám (pp. 68f.) where he states that it refers to God's necessary governance 
of the universe through the outermost sphere. 
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23 Though both interpretations are to be found in Ash‘arite exegesis (e.g., 
Mushkil, pp. 79f.), the angel is there interpreted as bringing “suggestions”; 
cp. Tatarruf; p. 62, and Risālah 4, p. 191, 32ff. Abū Ya‘la condemns the first 
interpretation offered by al-Ghazālī (al-Mu‘tamad, P- 55, 11ff., $90). It is inter- 


"esting to compare al-Ghazālfs interpretation of “ascends the Throne” with 


that offered by al-Ansàri in Sharh al-Irshad (fol. 144v, 17ff.), where he Says, 
"this has to refer either to height and majesty or to the meaning of ‘master- 
ing? (al-gabr) or it intends some action and the reason it is particular with 
respect to the Throne, is that [the Throne] is the most immense of created 
beings; ‘ascending the throne’ may be an expression for the order (intizam) 
of the heavens and the earth and everything between them, for kings in our 
world are able to ascend the throne only when the affairs of the kingdom are 
subject to their ordering.” This finds analogies in al-Ghazālī's exegesis, but 
does not mention the angel of the Throne or in any way suggest that it has 
the role of universal intellect of the falasifa. 

24 He notes in Faysal (pp. 33f.) that the Hanbalites accuse the Ash‘arites 
of unbelief because of their interpretation of texts which assert God's fawgqiy- 
yah and His istiwa? (cp. al-Mu‘tamad, p. 54, 14ff., $89 and P- 57, $93; the 
thesis that "istiwa? is equivalent to ‘istila” is condemned as a Murtazilite in- 
terpretation in al-Mu‘tamad, p. 54, $89). 

25 Cf., e.g., Ihy? 4, Pp. 241-50, portions of which are translated and 
discussed in Creation and the Cosmic System, PP. 23ff. 

26 Al-Ghazālī, as we have noted, holds that the act of the will is the prox- 
imate efficient cause of the activation of the Power to act and so of the 
occurrence of the act (e.g., Ikyā” 4, p. 248, 24), the act of the will being itself 
caused necessarily by the occurrence of the antecedent motivation, etc. Al- 
Ghazali’s formulation here in Igtisād somewhat resembles that of al-Ash'ari, 
although his intention is altogether different. Al-Ash'ari (unlike the masters 
ofthe following generations) consistently speaks of the human act as “occur- 
ring by virtue of” the human agent's power (yagt'u bibà) (see Lumas, p. 42, 
1, Mujarrad, p. 92, 6ff. P- 94, 7ff., and p. 119, off.), and he often says that there 
must be a concomitant act of the will (e.g., Mujarrad, p. 93, 17ff.); he speaks 
also of the human agent's power as having an “effect” (ta?tbir) on the event. 
For al-Ash‘ari, however, ‘occur’ (waga‘a, yagtu) is an equivocal expression 
(cf. Mujarrad, p. 92, of.). All the real properties and attributes of the human 
act (Jami*u °abkamibi wa-sifatibi) are the immediate effects of God's causing 
it to exist (Mujarrad, p.94, 7ff.), and God does not cause the existence of the 
event through or by means of the human agent's power (Mujarrad, p. 119, 
9ff.). It is because of its correlation (ta‘allug) to the individual instance of cre- 
ated power that the given event is described as a human act or “performance” 
(#ktisab) (Mujarrad, p. 93, 14—15); i.e., it is because of the simultaneous pres- 
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ence of the particular instance of the created power that the event occurs as 
a performance of the human agent (ibid., p. 92, 9f.). Since his power has no 
real effect (cf. Shamil [69], p. 182, 14ff.), i.e., no effect on the coming to be 
(4uduth) or existence of the event or on any of its real properties or charac- 
teristics, its only "effect" is on the status of the event in relation to the human 
subject in which God creates it. This is what al-Bāgillānī accounts for as the 
“state” (hal) of the act which is effected by the agent’s power (cf., e.g., Ghun- 
yah, fol. 155v, Izff.) in a theory which al-Ghazālī considers implausible and 
confused (see chap. 2, n. 19). Al-Ash'ari's ‘yaqi‘u bih? is, thus, by no means 
equivalent to the ‘yahsulu bth@ of al-Ghazali, since he holds the definition in 
which the phrase occurs as valid both for God's power and man's. Again, in 
contrast to al-Ghazalr's description of their doctrine, the Mu‘tazila hold that 
volition is itself a free and autonomous act which takes place through the 
agent's power to act by reason of a motivation; the motivation is necessary 
insofar as it presents the agent with a reason for acting, but it is not the de- 
terminant cause of his acting; even strong motivation may occur without the 
act's ensuing. Similarly, volition may occur without the ensuing occurrence 
of the act; see our *The Autonomy of the Human Agent in the Teaching 
of «Abd al-Gabbar,” Le Muséon 95 (1982), pp. 323ff. It is important to keep 
in mind that al-Ghazālī employs ‘al-qudrah’ to name both the faculty (the 
power to act) and the act of the faculty when it moves as he does ‘al~iradal’ 
both for the will as a faculty and for the individual volition which is its act. 
In the traditional analysis of the Ash‘arites, one cannot properly speak of 
faculties or powers at all in the usual sense, since will and gudra are formally 
conceived as "accidents" and so are occurrences that are created occasional- 
istically and cease to exist in the moment succeeding that of their creation. 
Al-Ghazālī, by contrast, speaks of “the powers of the soul” (guwā I-nafs) in 
Igtisád (p. 172, translated in chap. 2, p. 38, above) and describes the intellect 
as a "noble power” (Mibakk, pp. 27f.), and so also will speak of will and 
the power of voluntary action plainly as faculties (e.g., Ihyā? 4, pp. 248f. and 
p- 112, rf.) 

27 The text in the edition of Cubukçu and Atay (p. 92, 3) reads simply 
lam yakuni l-magduru bi-gudrati labd here, without mukhtara‘an, and no 
variant is reported. The word does occur, however, in the editions of Cairo 
(1972), Beirut (1983), and Cairo (Mahmudi Commercial Press, n.d.), and 
within the context is plainly to be understood. Note also that one has to read 
wal-magdūr for w^Imqd^r at the beginning of line 3. 

28 According to the Mu‘tazila, all volitions do not result in the occurrence 
of an action. Al-Ghazali’s statement here recalls the assertion found in many 
Ash'arite manuals (e.g., Isharah, p. 37, 12f£.; al-Mutawalli, P. 37, 14; Irshad, 
p- 210, 3ff.; Sbamil [81], p. 93, 8f. and Ikhtisar, fol. 157r, 13f.) that the power 
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of the human agent has no effect on its object (Jā ta°thira laba, lā twaththiru 

fihi) but is related to it as cognition is related to its object; in other words, 
as related to (*nuta*allig bi-) its object, the human power of voluntary action 
has no effect on it (Ikbtisar, foll. 127v, 14f. and 129r, 21ff.). Nowhere, how- 
ever, does he unambivalently state such a thesis, much less assert it. Later in 
Igtisād (pp. 181f.), using language that he employs in setting forth his own 
teaching in Iya’, al-Ghazālī says that according to the Mu‘tazila volition is, 
along with other things, a condition for the activation of the power to act. 
The statement is not correct, at least not for the leading masters of the Bas- 
rian school of the Mu‘tazila, and it may be that al-Ghazālī did not rightly 
understand the thesis, but on the other hand it is not implausible that he 
found it more convenient to misrepresent it and so have to deal only with a 
straw man. l 

29 Note that al-Ghazālī's phrasing here has “J#-mug8g° rather than liga? 
(to cause it to occur). The expression ‘tahayya’a li? is somewhat ambivalent 
in the present context. Al-Ghazali had earlier in the discussion used it of the 
action with respect to the agent: “‘al-qudral’ in ordinary language is an ex- 
pression for the attribute by virtue of which the act is suitable or ready for the 
agent (biha yatabayya?u l-ficlu lil-fa*ilu) and through which it occurs” ( p. 81, 
sf.). It can be used also of God's knowledge with respect to its objects as fully 
capable of apprehending them (e.g., Gunya, fol. 67r, 11) so that the broader 
interpretation which al-Ghazālī puts on ‘ta‘allug’ is to be understood with 
‘tahayyu” too. 

30 Subsequently (p. 98, 4ff.), he indulges in a rather silly cavil; by taking 
the verb in its primitive sense in ordinary Arabic as to generate or produce, 
he says that it is absurd to think that one act issues from within another. 
In contrast to the dialectical arguments of this section of Igtisād, al-Ghazālī 
in fact employs the verb in precisely the same sense as the Murtazila, c. £. 
Maqsad, p. 101, s. 

31 E.g., Iqtisad, p. s, 4f. and Cp. pp. 158, 3, and 121, 7. That he scarcely 
discusscs the attribute of life at all is conspicuous. 

32 For his rejection of the analysis of al-Baqillani and al-Juwayni, cf. also 
Miķakk, p. 29f. and Mustasfa 1, p. 35, 9, cited in chap. 2, n. 19. The statement 
(Igtisād, p. 139, 3f.) that God's essential attributes may be said to be other 
than His essence, just as an accident is other than the jawhar which is its 
subject, seems bizarre, to say the least; the qualification that what is meant is 
that the essence can be conceived without the attributes may be intended to 
render the statement harmless, but it can hardly be thought to succeed. The 
statement may perhaps reflect al-Ghazali's contempt for the traditional kalam 
of the Ash‘arites, who employ 'ga?imun bi- both in speaking of accidents as 
"subsisting" in their substrates and of God's eternal attributes as “subsisting” 
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in His essence, though they are always careful to insist that God's existence 
or essence (nafs/dbat = wujud) without His eternal attributes is inconceiv- 
able (though not identical to His essence, they may not be said to be *other 
than He”) and would never say that they are, or are analogous to, "accidents? 
?a‘rad), though ‘ma‘n@ is used of both. One would think that given his 
tendency to espouse the logic and ontology of Avicenna, al-Ghazali would 
somewhere feel constrained to make a number of distinctions and to discuss 
the subject seriously, even if not in detail. He doesn't. | 

33 So also in the discussion in Qudsiyyah (PP. 83f. = Ibya? 1, p. 107, 34ff.) 
he says that this seeing is “a kind of unveiling and knowing, only clearer 
than [the usual kind] of knowing? (zam kashfin wa-ilmin "illà?awdalm mina 
Lilm); cf. also Ibya? +, p. 314, and generally pp. 304ff. 

34 Essentially, the same definition is given in Qudsiyyah (p. 81, roff. = 
Ihys? 1, p. 106, r7ff.); in Mibakk, pp. 45f. and 117, ult., and in Mustasfa 1, pp. 
39f., he gives ta’lif (composition; being composed) as the proper character- 
istic of bodies. Concerning this definition in traditional Ash‘arite teaching, 
sce our “Bodies and Atoms: The Ash‘arite Analysis,” in Islamic Theology and 
Philosophy: Studies in Honor of George F. Hourani, ed. M. Marmura (Albany, 
N.Y., 1984), pp. 45ff. (where note that “are formally strict? was dropped by 
the printer following “predicates” in the second line of p. 49). 

35 For the traditional description of water and air, see, e.g., Hidāvyah, fol. 
33v, off. The remarks of al-Ansari in Ghunyah, fol. 14v, 19fF., look as if they 
may be intended to respond to al-Ghazali’s concern. Note, in any case, that 
in traditional Ash‘arite doctrine one may speak of water’s having accidents; 
see, ¢.g., Mujarrad, p. 132, 14ff., and Ghunyah, fol. 18v, 22f. 

36 Al-Ghazali never that I have noted speaks of the individual instance of 
an accident as a “particle” (juz? ), as do the mutakallimūn (e.g., Shamil [69], 
P- 152, 7, and Ghunyah, fol. ov, rff.). 

37 See, e.g., Irshad, p. 140. Differences of opinion on this question are 
in large part based on whether or not one holds, with al-Ash‘ari and al- 
Isfarā”īnī, that, since ‘continues to exist’ is not implied by ‘exists’ or ‘is an 
x’, perdurance or permanence of existence (al-baqd? ) must be a distinct acci- 
dent created by God (thus, e. g., al-Isfara?ini, ‘Aqidah, SIV, 36, p. 140, and Fr. 
20, p. 148 = Shamil [69], pp. 573f.) or, with al-Juwayni and most authorities 
after al-Baqillani, that it is simply that what exists continue to exist (istimrar 
al-wujūd). Al-Ash'ari's position is, thus, that the atom ceases to exist when 
continuation of existence (baga? ) is not created in it (e.g., Mujarrad, PP. 241f. 
and generally Sharh al-Irshad, fol. 130r, 18ff.). Al-Ghazali cites two Ash‘arite 
positions in Tahafut, pp. 88f.; for detail on the question, see Ikhtisar, foll. 72v 
ff., and Sharh al-Irshad, foll. 124r ff. 

38 The focus on the elements of traditional dogma against the usual oppo- 
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nents of traditional manuals likewise excludes any mention or discussion of 
immaterial beings; see p. 56 below. 

39 Reading "ajsamibi with the edition published in Darul Funiin Ilahiyat 
Fakültesi Mecmuası 8 (1928), p. 93, rof., for the plainly erroneous ?ajnasibi of 
the Cairo edition. 

40 Again here, he seems to state traditional Ash‘arite teaching, but 
whether by ?akwas' he means the whole traditional set (i.e., including conti- 
guity, conjunction, etc.) or only rest and motion and the kawn that is unique 
to the jawkar in the first moment it is created, as would seem most likely, is 
not clear from the evidence of the texts. If he includes only the latter three, 
then he need not be committed to the traditional atomism in its every detail. 
The *akwān will, in any case, entail having position in space. 

41 Motions are said to be mutamathilah in Qudsiyyah, p. 87, 23f. = Ibya? 1, 
P: 110, 8f. For the usual use of the word, cf., e.g., Mujarrad, pp. 209f. 

42 He goes on to say that as such the accident does not occupy space but 
requires a locus. God neither occupies space nor requires a locus: Igtigád, 
P. 24; cp. Mthakk, p. 40, rf. 

43 Reading mawdū" for mawdr in lines 12f. Note that by ‘al-jins al-a‘amm’ 
in line ro, he does not mean the most universal of all classes, but only a more 
universal class; he employs ‘jinsu l-ajnā? of body on the previous page and 
of jawhar in Mustasfā 1, p. 14, 11. (Note that al-Ghazālī normally follows the 
usage of kalam, employing ‘ins’ for ‘class’ in general rather than following 
the usage of the falāsifa and distinguishing naw” and Sins as ‘genus’ and 
‘species’. See, however, Miķakk, p. 105, where he explains the use of ‘jins 
al-”ajnās. 

44 Cp., e.g., Tamhid, p. 78, tof. and Shamil (69), p. 141, 8, and p. 159, rff. 
Some Ash'arites defined the atom in terms of shaghlu |-hayyiz (Shamil, p.142, 
13ff.), while al-Bāgillānī defined it in terms of misahah (Shamal [69], 142, 18f.; 
cp. Ghunyah, foll. 4r, uf., and 18r, 19); some surface area is a property of 
whatever occupies space and has volume ( . . . laku misthatun wa-hadha 
hukmu kulli mutahayyizi dbi juththatin wa-hujm) (Ghunyah, fol. 14r, uf.). 
Thus, “the atom occupies the place (yashghalu I-makān) in which it resides” 
(e.g., Mujarrad, p. 207, 12) and may be said to fill a place as such and of itself 
(yamla’u bi-dhātihi makanan) (Ghunyab, fol. ov, rff.); the essential character- 
istic (kbassiyyab) of the jawhar is to be a volume (al-hajmiyyah) (Ghunyah fol. 
62v, 13). Whatever the differences among the masters, it is taken as axiom- 
atic that every existent jawhar is mutahayyiz (e.g., Shamil [69], PP. 149, sff.). 
According to the traditional conception, thus, hayyiz is characteristic of the 
Jawhar as opposed to the accident (Shamil [69], p. 185, 18f.), as the latter has 
locus (maball) but not position in space (jibah) (Ghunyah, fol. 31v, 21). 

45 This is the normal sense of the word; cf., e.g., Shamil (69), p. 141. Al- 
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Ghazālī does speak of “occupying locations in space" (al-shaghlu lil-ahyāz) 
in Tahafut (p. 63, 8ff.), where he asks whether or not God could reduce the 
dimensions of the universe and whether, if He were to do so, the portion of 
the whole (al-mil@ ) “and the occupation of spaces" that no longer existed 
would be greater with two cubits missing than with only one. Here, how- 
ever, he is not talking about the jawahir but of the Whole, the dimensions 
and volume of the universe. In Qudsiyyab (p. 83, 11 = Ikyā? 1, p. 107, 4) he 
seems to employ “position” (jzhah) as an equivalent of ‘hayyiz’ (cp. p. 79, 13 = 
Iya? 1, p. 104, 25, with p. 82, 4 = r, P. 106, 13) and says that to have a par- 
ticular position (mukbtassun bi-jibab) is to have a particular location in space 
(hayyiz), as does a jawhar. He intends ‘position’, more narrowly elsewhere, 
however, (ibid., pp. 82f. = I%yā? 1, pp. 106f.), when he takes it as a location 
in space relative to a human observer, as above, below, etc. 

46 That he speaks of divisibility here and not of “composition” (af. 
ta? lif’) follows the lexical program of Mfyār. It is not inconsistent, however, 
with the conception of body as essentially #uzallaf: Previously in the same 
chapter (p. 170) al-Ghazālī had defined body as “a finite continuum which is 
measurable in three dimensions" (muttasilun mahdidun mamsūkun fi?abràdin 
thalathah), a definition which would seem to have its immediate source in 
Avicenna (cf. Hudūd, p. 87; note the contrasting definition of Ilākiyyāt, p. 61, 
where, against the mutakallimün, Avicenna defines body, saying that it is “a 
single, continuous substance and it is not composed of indivisible parts"). 
Al-Ghazālī does not explicitly raise the question of whether bodies are or are 
not infinitely divisible in Miyar (or, for that matter, elsewhere that I have 
noted), but his speaking of particles (ajz4^) in some passages would seem 
to indicate that they are not, so that one could take the two definitions as 
equivalent insofar as the being conjoined (m2 talif ) of the former is under- 
stood as equivalent to the being continuous or contiguous (muttasil) of the 
latter. In Qudsiyyah (p. 82, 12f. = Ihy@ 1, p. 106, 19f.), al-Ghazali says that 
bodies always have perceptible characteristics and dimensions (hayah and 
migdār). l 

47 This is, of course, the title of the book, but in the context it stands as 
al-Ghazalr's description of the elements of Muslim orthodoxy as presented 
in the school (madhhab) with which he associates himself (cf. Mizan, pp. 
124ff., discussed below, pp. 96—97); cp. the occurrence of the phrase in 
Oudsiyyah, p. 88, 6 (= Ibyë° 1, p. 110, 19). Note that it is not immediately clear 
in the present context whether the word ‘räk is employed, as often in al- 
Ghazals writing (see, e.g., n. 48 immediately below), as a redundant term 
equivalent to ‘soul’ or whether he means by it the physical pneuma. That it is 
the pneuma he means here is, however, clear, from the discussion in Mzbakk, 
Pp. 132ff., on which see pp. 59—61 below. 
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48 Here ‘soul and ‘spirit’ do not designate two distinct beings or compo- 
nents or aspects of the essential reality of man but are merely two synonyms 
for the same being, as is clear from the singular subject and predicate of the 
following phrase. If the soul/spirit is a jawhar, and all jawhars are located in 
space, then it could cease to exist only if God withdrew the *akwān which are 
the condition of its existence; cf. Igtisad, pp. 36, Iff., and 37, 14f. In Jawabir 
(p. 16, 1) he describes the body metaphorically as the soul’s ship. 

49 On the operation of the pneuma, see Iya 4, pp. iif. and more gener- 
ally concerning the related physiology v. ibid., pp. 109ff.; also cp. Mihakk, pp. 
133f. It is plain that here in Ihya? (as he does more explicitly, e.g., in Miķakk, 
P: 113, and Mustasfa 1, p. 34, discussed below, p. 59) al-Ghazālī wishes to assert 
the existence of another spirit distinct from that recognized by the Ash‘arite 
mutakallimün, namely, from the “subtle bodies" (i.e., invisible fluid) asso- 
ciated with corporeal life. According to the traditional doctrine of the school, 
life is, strictly speaking, an accident which is created in the atoms or particles 
that make up the pneuma. The life of the visible body (the jasad) is associated 
with the presence of the pneuma which circulates in it. Interpretations of 
their relationship vary somewhat; cf., e.g., Mujarrad, pp. 257; al-Mutawallī, 
PP- s6f.; Risāla 2, p. 106; Latwif 4, p. 39 (ad O17,85); Irshad, p. 377; and 
generally Ghunya, foll. 127r ff. and cp. al-Mu‘tamad, pp. 944. Some thus 
identify life with the pneuma (e.g., al-Bāgillānī, cited in Ghunya, loc. cit.); 
life belongs to the pneuma (to each of its individual particles or atoms) as an 
accident, and by its presence in the body the pneuma causes (mūjib) the body 
to be alive (al-Mutawalli, p. 57, where omit the ww in front of "iba in line 
2). That is, the pneuma is the living component in a material composite that 
is described by ‘alive’. Angels and jinns are also spoken of as having invisible 
bodies (al-Mutawalli, p. 57). 

so P. 3, I4ff.; see, generally, al-Mutawalli, pp. 3f. and cp., e.g., “fi qalbi l- 
^insáni *aynun hadhili sifatu kamalili wa-Inya l-lati yusabbaru ‘anha tārratan 
bil-agli wa-tārratan bil-rūķi wa-tārratan bil-nafsi I-”insānī) (Mishkah, P- 43, 
Isf.; cf. also ibid., p. 77, 6f. Regarding the various terms al-Ghazālī employs 
to refer to the “heart” or rational soul, cf. also IHy® 4, p. 299, 24ff., where 
he says that it is variously called *the divine light" and "the intellect? and 
“interior insight" (al-basiratu l-batinab) and “the light of belief and certi- 
tude” (nūru l?imáni wal-yagin), and goes on to say that one should not be 
concerned about names since formal terms (isti/ahat) vary. 

sī "Mufārig', which I have rendered “distinct”, might equally be translated 
"separable" or “separate”. 

$2 This statement would seem to exclude one’s reading ‘sai’ in the pre- 
vious passage simply as “all” and to confirm its having its proper and more 
common meaning as we have rendered it. In the formal vocabulary of kalàm, 
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juz” normally designates a part as a discrete element in a set of parts, all 
of which are identical, while 'ba4 is used of a part which is one of a set 
of disparate parts. (Cp. Avicenna's use where he speaks of the ?ajz? of the 
brain: de Anima, p. 267, 1.) Al-Ghazali uses fuz” elsewhere, however, simply 
in the sense of “part” or "component" (e.g., Mihakk, P+: 38, r and ult.). Con- 
cerning the use of the verb °adraka, yudriku here, cp. Ikyā? 4, P: 303, 21ff., 
where al-Ghazālī divides the “perceptibles” (al-mudrakat) into those which 
can be objects of imagination, such as colored bodies, and those which can- 
not, “such as God’s being and whatever is not corporeal, such as cognition, 
the power to act, volition, etc.” f 

53 Note that he says that it subsists “fç [-jism," not "bil-fism"; it does not, 
that is, subsist in the body in the way that an accident subsists in its substrate. 

54 Here too he follows the tradition of the falāsifa. Avicenna says that the 
first or primary connection (awwalu tasalluq) of the soul is to the heart (de 
Anima, pp. 263f.), while the acts of some of its faculties (e.g., al-tasawwur 
and al-takhayyul) are carried out in the brain (pp. 266f.). 

55 Note that it is the intellect whose mahall is the soul; the soul is an in- 
dependent entity (a jawhar) and does not reside in a subject. Thus Avicenna 
insists (al-Nafs al-nātigah, p. 198, of.) that the body is not the locus (smahall) 

Of the soul but rather something that receives it (gābtl). Al-Ghazālī makes 
his conception of the rational soul clear enough in Mizan, but for reasons 
that we shall present later we have preferred to make but limited use of the 
evidence of that work in our present analysis. | 

56 He uses “spirit” (al-rūļ) here instead of ‘sou? in order to allude to 
017,85: “They will ask you about the >D; say, ‘the rz is a matter of my 
Lord's and you have been given but little knowledge”? (cp. the discussion of 
the rational soul in Mizan, P: 14, 12ff., where the same verse is cited along 
with Qrs,29 = 38,72). There are a number of Ways to read (and render) the 
Verse; some exegetes, e.g., al-Qushayri, an Ash‘arite, understand the refer- 
ence to be to the pneuma (cf. Latz?if, ad loc.). That by ‘rai? here al-Ghazālī 
does not mean the pneuma but rather the soul is clear from the context and 
also from the discussion of Iya? 1, P- 54, 20ff., where the verse is quoted and 
the spirit/heart is described as "something divine” (?amrun *ilābī); cp. also 

Mīzān, p. 14, r2ff. 

57 Here, playing on the expression ‘naf’, hearing both “self” and “soul”. 
With the assertion that those who know are not allowed to divulge their 
knowledge publicly, cp. Ipya? 1, P. 21, rsff. (cited below, p. 65), PP- 36f., p. 99, 
28ff., et alibi. We may note here that parallel to the doctrines contrasted 
in this passage, he notes in Mi‘yar, p. 164, that whereas the mutakallimūn 
hold angels to be “subtle bodies,” the falasifa say that they are immaterial 
( ghayr mutahayyizah), but goes on to say that since the correct interpreta- 
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tion of this dispute requires rigorous, that is to say, logical demonstration 
(al-tariq al-burhani), he cannot go into the matter here. 

58 In Mizan (p. 125) he offers the thesis that God “is not in any place, 
neither in the world nor outside it nor contiguous to it” as something that 
most people would misunderstand and refuse to accept. f 

59 Regarding the ultimate “giver of forms/agent intellect” (which 
al-Ghazālī often refers to as *the Throne,” *the Well Guarded Tablet,” etc.), 
note that he says a few pages later in Miķakk (p. 82) that it is not implau- 
sible that in the marvels of God's creation there be a single celestial cause (ft 
l-”asbābi |-samawiyyati sababun wāhid ) which through the determinate opera- 
tion of God's custom is "the cause of life in the members and organs of 
animals and of their various configurations and of the causes of the multi- 
plicity of clouds and of the causes of the mutual enmities between men, 
which are the causes of battles, which are the causes of bloodshed. The only 
people who reject such knowledge are the ignorant who have no knowledge 
at all of the marvels of God's creating and the scope of His power." (The 
last sentence here—where note again the formal sense of *creates'—refers to 
examples of drawing correct conclusions regarding the characteristics of ani- 
mals and men on the basis of physiognomy, whose causal implications elicit 
the final statement regarding “a single celestial cause.) 

60 That is to say, the act of combining the terms of the syllogism and 
understanding their formal relation is the cause of the knowledge of the con- 
clusion. In Oistās (pp. 21f. 23) al-Ghazālī states that the conclusion is “muta- 
wallid,” but he does not mean what the Murtazila mean in using the same 
expression. For al-Ghazālī, rather, the act of combining the terms and under- 
standing their formal relation is the occasion given which the knowledge of 
the conclusion becomes available and is imparted by an extrinsic agent intel- 
lect. It should also be noted that al-Ghazālī's former schoolmate, al-Ansari, 
attacks the doctrine of the falasifa concerning the role of the agent intellect 
in his Ghunyah (fol. 151v, 14ff.). 

61 The angelic intelligence of the outermost sphere, however, knows 
through its own being and essence (bi-jawharili wa-dhātihī) (Faysal, p. 41, 4; 
cf. also Mizan, p. 24, 12ff.). 

62 Note that, following Avicenna, al-Ghazālī considers existence to be an 
accident; cf. Mi*yar, p. 57, and Mihakk, pp. 105f. 

63 So, too, the phrase "kal-cāriģi lahu” in his presentation of the position 
of the falāsifa in Igtisad, p. 215, precisely reflects al-Ghazālī's own position; 
its relation to the body is like an accident. For the sense of the ‘ärid as an 
enduring property or accident which is apparently permanent in its subject 

but without which the subject can exist, cf., e.g., Mibakk, p. 26, off., and 


Mustasfa 1, pp. 13f. 
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64 With this, cp. Gbunyab, fol. rsov, 8ff. 

65 The soul (nafs, pl. most often nufus, as opposed to the “self” or essence: 
nafs, pl. *anfus), is not a formal element of the conception of man in classical 
kalam; cf., e.g., Mushkil, pp. 151f. and al-Bayhagī, Asma’, p. 286, 2ff., and the 
thesis mentioned by al-Ghazālī in Mibakk (p. 133), according to which ‘sour’ 
has no distinct, proper referent. ‘Naf? is sometimes used to name the seat 
of the emotions (cf., e.g., Hidāyah, foll. 116v, 2-4, and 138v, 16f. and Ihya? 3, 
P- +, 2ff.). In traditional religious language the “heart” is the locus of mental 
acts, and following Q12,15 bad thoughts and actions are often attributed to 
the nafs, while good thoughts and actions are attributed to the rah (e.g., al- 
Sulami, p. 408, 11ff.; Risālak 2, pp. 103ff., and Latā?if 4, 39, ad Q17, 85, and 6, 
P. 11, ad 049.12). (The language here originates in Christian usage; Cp., e.g., 
the use of tļvxtk6s' and ‘rvevparıxóg in 1 Cor. 2:13-15). In some sufi con- 
texts it is often unclear whether naf? is used in this sense or whether the self 
is meant; cf., e.g., al-Sulami, P: 351, 6 and 14. 

66 The terms here are wonderfully ambivalent, as one might easily hear 
“the most literal and the most true and the most Muslim” as well as a number 
of more nuanced readings of the separate expressions and the combination 
of the three. With “al-aslam” here, cp. “hadha Ļ-tarīgu”agrabu ilā l-salamab,? 
al-Mutawallī, p. 13, 21. 

67 An analogous set of three positions is presented concerning the beati- 
tude of the next life in Mīzān, pp. sf., and concluding with the same advice 
(pp. 7ff.; cp. Mityar, p. 148, 21-23), though there al-Ghazālī indicates some- 
what clearly his preference for the third alternative, which he attributes to 
“the sufis and the metaphysicians among the falasifa” (i.e., “those falāsifa 
who believe in God and the last day”: p. 12, 8f.). 

68 The word is employed by the Ash‘arites in a formal sense to refer to 
God's attributes as distinct from his essence (dhat) and to refer to the acci- 
dents of corporeal beings, but it is clear that it is not so used by al-Ghazali 
here (Ihya@ 4, p. 478, translated above, p. 56). 

69 “Ayn’ properly designates “al-shayu I-mawjūdu l-thābitu L-kā”in” 
(Ghunyah, fol. 12r, 14f.; cp. Farq, p. 332, 5) and as such is employed also of 
God (e.g., Mushkil, pp. u6ff.). 

70 It would be fanciful, however, to suggest that because of al-Ghazālī's 
recognition of the equivocity of jawkar, what he really means when, for 
example, he defines a body as “a composite of two Jawhars which occupy 
space" (Igtisād, p. 39) is a composite of matter and form. By “jawharayn 
mutahayyizayn” he clearly means two independent, contingent entities (“sub- 
stances," if you wish), each of which occupies space. 

71 Cf., e.g., Mungidh, pp. 147 and 161f., and concerning the levels of con- 
sciousness or intuition, cp. Mishkah, pp. 8of. True visions (al-neya l-sahihah) 
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are given as one of the “forty-six parts of prophecy”: Jawabtr, p. 29, 1, citing 
a hadith reported by ibn Hanbal and al-Bukhārī and transmitted also by abū 
«Alī al-Thagafi, according to al-Sulami (pp. 361f.). 

72 Al-Ghazālī's discussion of human acts in Mihakk, pp. 88f., is similarly 
inconclusive. 

73 Al-Ghazālī will no doubt explain this along the same lines as does Avi- 
cenna (e.g., in Isharat, pp. 214£.), “fwinna li-dhalika fi madbabibi l-tabi*ati 
-asbaban ma‘lumah” (ibid., p. 209, 14£.; see, generally, pp. 209ff.). For the 
traditional Ash‘arite view, cf., e.g., Mujarrad, p. 263, off. 

74. P. 92, 18ff. = Ikyā? 1, p. 113, 17ff.; a similar statement is made in Igtisad, 
p. 217. Note that he docs not suggest here whether this involves merely the 
restoration of the pneuma to a part of the body or the presence of the ratio- 
nal soul. The question here differs from that of the following section of the 
work, since the body is presumed to be present so that “life” (in the context, 
presumably the pneuma) can be present in at least some part of the body at 
the time of the interrogation. Again, the only assertion al-Ghazālī formally 
claims to make is that it is theoretically possible that this take place under 
these circumstances. He in no way commits himself regarding how he con- 
ceives the interrogation in fact to take place. The notion of the restoration of 
the pneuma for the interrogation is traditional; cf., e.g., al-Barbahārī, cited 
in Tabagāt al-Hanābilah 2, p. 26. 

75 Note that, although for obvious reasons he does not do so here, 
al-Ghazālī elsewhere carefully distinguishes what lies absolutely in God's 
power and is therefore hypothetically possible from what is concretely pos- 
sible given the essential natures of things and God's wisdom and liberality; 
cf. chap. 2, n. 24. 

76 In this connection, note too, for example, the use of the expressions 
"jn act” and “in potency? in speaking of God (p. 61, 3). That al-Ghazālī views 
the traditional proof for the existence of God as unsatisfactory, see Iljam, 
pp- 78f., where it is described as rasmiyyah. Al-Ghazali does not say explic- 
itly that a fully adequate demonstration of the existence of God must follow 
that given, e.g., in Ilākiyyāt, pp. 29ff., and Isharat, pp. 138ff., but that this is 
his position is indicated in Oistās, pp. 24f., and its basic terms are formally 
presented in Magsad, p. 137 (cited in chap. 2, n. 24). 

77 Cp. the dogmatic introductions to al-Qushayrfs Risālak and al- 
Kalabadhi's Ta‘arruf; which likewise serve as a kind of preliminary apolo- 
getic. 

78 So, too, his accusation against the scholars and theologians as being 
more often interested in highly endowed and prestigious chairs is contextu- 
ally appropriate in that these *impediments to knowledge" violate the canons 
of the perfection of religious action that he will lay down as the foundation 
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of higher religious insight (Austlu «ilm al-haga’iq, al-marrifūtu bi-llàb). He 
will say over and again that “this ain't a book on higher speculative theology 
(‘dm al-mukashafah). . . ” 


4. Open Conflict with the Ash'arite School 


1 Later (p. 67), he speaks of the ignorance of *those who hasten to charge 
anyone who disagrees with al-Ash‘ari or someone else with unbelief.” Al- 
Ghazali's intimation that his opponents are moved by envy of his Iya? is 
basically polemical and need not be taken as evidence that it was I/ya? alone 
which provoked the accusations against him. (Hostile reaction to Thy, cer- 
tainly, was ample, as it was condemned in Spain during al-Ghazālīs lifetime, 
though the anecdote of al-Jazziri concerning Iya’, quoted by Ormsby, The- 
odicy in Islamic Thought, p. 133, would seem likely to be based on Faysal. For 
a list of early opponents to Ihya?, see Ormsby, Theodicy in Islamic Thought, 
P- 93). In his detailed study, The Medieval Islamic Controversy Between Phi- 
losophy and Orthodoxy (Leiden, 1989), Isa Bello failed to see that al-Ghazali 
composed Faysal primarily as an apologetic for his own theology and its 
tw wil. Al-Ghazali did write a work in which he responded more directly to 
objections against what he says in Ihya?, namely, al-Imla? fi iskkālāt al-Thya. 
This, however, has not been available to me; concerning the contents of the 
work and the state of the text, see Ormsby, Theodicy in Islamic Thought, pp. 
75-81. It might be appropriate to suggest here that in view of al-Ghazali’s as- 
surance of the superiority of his own theological insight and so of the status 
of his ta? wil, it would seem likely that the title of his work on the divine 
names should be voweled magsid rather than the usual maqsad, i.e., it is the 
place one aims to reach, not the aiming at it. 

2 In Mungidh (p. 134, 7f.) al-Ghazālī speaks, in connection with his own 
case, of “turning away from status and wealth and [worldly] distractions and 
attachments.” This claim may, however, be a trifle disingenuous; see Joseph 
van Ess, “Quelques remarques sur le Mungidh min ad-dalāl,” in Ghazali, la 
raison et le miracle, pp. 57—68. 

3 The rhetoric of this passage is remarkable; note, e.g., the use of “Inspire” 
Calbama). The reference to the sultans and other men of power who en- 
dowed and controlled the schools is a mark of al-Ghazālī's alienation from 
his erstwhile colleagues. Note too, the resonant connotations acquired by 
"dhikrunā” within the context. In Mungidh (pp. 135f.) al-Ghazālī says that 
he came finally to examine his worldly attachments and realized that he was 
more devoted to status and fame than to God and was called to break these 
connections. It is clear from the opening of Faysal, however, as also from a 
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number of other works written after his crisis, that modesty was not one of 
the virtues he came to cultivate. l | 

+ Concerning this, recall that in the section of Igtisād (pp. 41—60) in which 
he treats the anthropomorphic descriptions of God, al-Ghazālī presents the 
traditional interpretations at relatively disproportionate length while offering 
only oblique allusions to his own exegesis of them. | T 

5 The five levels (presented pp. 34ff.) are the essential (ai-dkātē), the sen- 
sible (al-hisst), the imaginary (al-khayālt), the intellectual (al-‘agli), and the 
symbolic or figurative (al-shibhi). Elsewhere, al-Ghazālī offers somewhat 
variant lists of the “degrees of existence”; see chap. +, n. 14. " 

6 The implications of this exegesis within the context of al-Ghazālī s the- 
ology is spelled out, e.g., in Ihyā? 4, p. 246, 8ff. Also see our Creation and 
the Cosmic System, p. 45; the same Tradition is cited in Mustasfā L P- 83, off. 
and in al-Nafs al-natiqah, p. 189. Al-Ghazali’s interpretation of God’s hand 
here is conspicuously different from the traditional Ash‘arite interpretations; 
cf., e.g., Mushkil, pp. 153ff. and 224, sff.; Ta’ wil, foll. 118r f. and 140r f.; Ikbtisar, 
fol. r2sr f.; also al-Bayhaqi, Asma’, p. 319, and Mujarrad, p. 214, uf. (Note 
that abū Yala [al-Mu tamad, p. 52, 13ff., $86] condemns two of the common 
Ash'arite interpretations, but not that according to which ‘hand’ refers © 
God's Self or essence; cf., e.g., Mushkil and al-Bayhagi, locc. citt.). Al-Ghazālī 
associates God's hand with the angel of the first sphere in Ibya? 4, p. 246, s8ff. 

7 It is noteworthy that in this apologetic context he cites Qistas, a work in 
which hc had presented Aristotelian logic in a form and language so adapted 
as to make it acceptable to the ‘ulama’, and not Mi‘yar, in which he presented 
it using the lexicon of the falāsifa, and Mihakk, in which the elements are pre- 
sented in his own language but in a way that is openly critical of the school 
tradition. 

8 For the language, cf., e.g., al-Isfara'inr's, ‘aqidah, pp. 135f., translated 
in our “Knowledge and Taglid,” pp. sof. Al-Ghazālī will claim, however, to 
speak from a superior vantage point, since he holds (Munqidh, pp. 94f.) that 
the mutakallimün are incapable of presenting an adequate apologetic against 
the falasifa (and this may be one reason that he offers none in Igtisad ). Note 
also, however, that his polemic ignores the basic position of the school, in 
that for them the reasoning presented in the Koran and Tradition are suffi- 
cient for most ordinary people. f 

9 Concerning “the deeper truths of the religious sciences” and “the ulti- 
mate limits of doctrinal systems,” see Mizan, pp. 124ff., discussed on pp. 
96—97 below. The phrase “whose minds are not solidly grounded in thc 
sciences" is clearly a paraphrasis for “those who are not rasikbina fi l-<ilm.” 

10 There are in the Koran symbolic metaphors (istitārāt rasmiyyah) for 
those who are able to see them: Jawabir, p. 28. 
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u “När al-nubuwwah” means a special kind of direct inspiration by the 
agent intellect. In a later context (p. 102, 1) this prophetic light is distin- 
guished from the intellectual light (r al-‘agl) which comes about after long 
years of intellectual research (bahth). In Mishkah (pp. sıf. and 77) the former 
is termed “the holy, prophetic spirit” (al-rithu I-gudsiyyu l-nabawi ) and the 
latter “the intellectual spirit” (al-rahu l-agli). 

12 He makes an exception (p. 95) for disputation (al-munazarah) as a form 
of research in juridical matters, citing Oawācid al-ag@id. Does his constant 
condemnation of academic disputation on theological matters indicate per- 
haps that al-Ghazali had suffered some unpleasant experiences in this regard? 

13 In Jawāktr, where he had no apologetic aims, al-Ghazālī says (pp. 29f.) 
that there are many rwmtēz in the Koran and the Traditions and (p. 32) 
that the truth is presented in the Koran “in the form of imaginative meta- 
phors” (fī gālabi l^amthàli I-khiyāliyyah); the interpretation of such figures 
(al-tæ wil) is analogous to dream interpretation (ibid., p- 31, 1-3). 

14. The same four degrees of being are presented also in Mustasfa 1, pp. 
21f.; the first three are mentioned also in Mfyār (pp. 38f.) and briefly again in 
Maqsad (p. 18), where the same expressions are used (al-vwujūd fi l^a*yan , al- 
wujūd fi l^adhhbàn , al-wujūd fi I-lisān); later in the same work (pp. I15f.) he 
speaks of the various rutab or darajāt of beings as ranks or levels of beings 
(mawjudat), specifically of the sensible and intelligible, with implicit allusion 
to Q4o,15. In Ipya? 3, p. 20, 3ff., he distinguishes four levels or modes of 
existence ('arba*w darajatin fi l-wujüd) belonging to the universe; according 
to this classification, the highest level is contained in the Well Guarded Tab- 
let, the first created intellect. Differences in the lists presented are due to the 
aims and requirements of the various contexts. Al-Ghazālīs intention here in 
Iljām would appear to be, in part at least, to escape the Hanbalite condem- 
nation of the distinction between a/-gira^ab and al-magrī? as traditionally it 
was formulated (cf., e.g., al-Mu‘tamad, pp. 88f. and 192, Iff.). In Igtisād (pp. 
126f.), as is to be expected in view of the context, he simply presents the usual 
distinction in its usual terms. 

15 He mentions, thus, God's “form” (PP- 56 and 98), His *hand(s)" (pp. ss 
and ros), “the descent" (pp. 57f.), His "being above" (pp. 58 and 68), and “as- 
cending the Throne" (pp. 65, 68f. and 75), though he offers his interpretation 
only of the last (pp. 68f.). 

16 Note, however, that the attack on the obligation to rational inquiry 
and a presentation of the different levels of religious assent do occur also in 
Faysal (pp. 67ff.). 

17 The argument concerning “is eternal and uncreated” certainly avoids 
the reasoning of abū Ya‘la against the traditional Ash‘arite distinction 
(Mu‘tamad, $156, pp. 88f.), but this is secondary to al-Ghazali’s purpose of 
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setting the distinction within the context of a broader ontology than that 
current in the schools. So too, the remarks about collecting such Traditions 
(p. 75f.; cp. p. 97, 14ff.) may, as the editor suggests, be directed against ibn 
Khuzayma. He and al-Sibghi are explicitly attacked by ibn Fūrak (Mushkil, 
pp. 181ff., 189ff., and 216ff.). Abū Ya‘la condemns the distinction between al- 
giv@ah and al-magri? (al-tilawah and al-mathiw) (al-Mu‘tamad, pp. 88 and ` 
192, 4ff.), identifying those who hold it as “al-lafgiyyah” (p. 267, 8) and call- 
ing them unbelievers. “The lafžiyyak” is an old epithet originally applied by 
the Hanbalites. and some other traditionalists to those who held that the 
voicing (lafz) of the Koran in recitation was something created and therefore 
distinct from God’s eternal speaking; it continued in use as a pejorative for 
any who made the equivalent distinction, whatever the terminology. See our 
“Elements in the Development of the Teaching of al-Ash‘ari,” Le Muséon 104 
(1991), pp. 175 and 179f. and the references there cited. 

18 Cf. also the passage in which he says that, if need be, in order to take 
one’s mind off the question of what these metaphors mean, one should take 
up reading the Koran or the study of lexicography or of grammar or calligra- 
phy or medicine or religious law ( fiqh), and goes on to say that it is better to 
distract one’s self even with play and fun than to attempt to interpret them 
(P- 77). 

19 Cp. Ihyā” 1, p. 99, 3ff., where he says that kalam is good for apologetic, 
“but there is no key for ending difficulties and for the disclosure of the essen- 
tial realities and the knowledge of things as they really are and the perception 
of the primary truths which are presented in translation in the literal sense 
of the expressions of the Muslim creed (al->asrāru I-lati yatarjimuba zabiru 
"alfazi hadbihi l-agidah) except rigorous campaigning, the suppression of the 
appetites . . . and holding fast to thought that is free of the contaminations 
of disputation. . . ” On turning “the face towards God,” cf. P. 60, translated 
in Landholt, “al-Ghazali,” p. 61. 

20 They are rasmtyyah (pp. 79, 3, and 116, 2) and wahmiyyah (p. 112, 8). 
The reasoning of the mutakallimün, like that of the fugahā”, employs prem- 
ises that are founded simply in commonly accepted opinions (mashhurat): 
Mibakk, p. 56, and Mustasfa 1, p. 48 ult.; cp. Faysal, pp. 69, 9f., 70, 2ff.; see 
chap. 2, n. 18, above. 

21 Some people on hearing the tewi of “spiritual meanings involving 
the immaterial realm (al-ma‘ani I-rūķāniyyatu l-malakütiyyab) set forth in 
ordinary language become so confused that their basic assent to the truth 
is corrupted; they do not believe the elementary truth and not only fail to 
gain spiritual insight but lose even simple belief Pimanu I-camāmm) (Jawabir, 
P- 36). 

22 As we have seen, ‘al-istiwa” for al-Ghazālī designates God's governance 
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of the universc through the outermost sphere; al-qadar he associates with 
the determinant occurrence of sublunary events through the operation of 
the “universal, enduring causes," celestial and terrestrial; cf. Thy@ +, p. 94, 8; 
Magsad, p. 98, 14ff.; and Arba‘in, p. 11. 

23 Much of what al-Ghazālī says in all of this is paralleled in Ilabiyyat, pp. 
442f. (= Najah, p. 305). 


5. Conclusions ` 


I The sufis’ habitual caution in speaking about their experience, which al- 
Ghazālī occasionally claims as a precedent for his own rather frequent refusal 
to state his position forthrightly, is really somewhat different in that theirs 
has to do with the individual's claim to have achieved union with the divine 
essence, while al-Ghazali's has to do with his claims for theological truth and 
insight into the ultimate nature of things and the order of the universe. 

2 The ambivalence of the passage when the work was first published 
would have been extremely misleading, for, while anyone who has read Ihya?, 
Magsad, and Mishkah, for example, will know at once exactly what al-Ghazali 
means by "the usual course of God's custom,” the works published before 
Mfyār supply no such clear context of interpretation. 

3 Cf., e.g., Ikyā? 4, pp. 86f. and 249f. (translated in our Creation and the 
Cosmic System, pp. 25f.). The statements are subtly nuanced, as he insists that 
“conditions” do not “cause existence,” where “cause existence” (al-^gàd) is 
identified with “create” (al-ikhtira* ), whose formal sense in al-Ghazali’s usage 
has been noted on P- 37 and chap. 2, n. 43. 

4 Concerning the chronology of his works, see G. F. Hourani, ^A Revised 
Chronology of al-Ghazali's Writings," JAOS 104 (1984), pp. 281ff. 

s That there are other theses that he rejects as in some way subordinate to 
those he refutes, cf., e.g., Mungidh, pp. tosf. 

6 See chap. 3, n. 8, above; for the formulation, cp. Ilākiyyāt, P: 403, 14f. 
(= Najah, p. 275, 2). 

7 Earlier (e.g., pp. 16 and 18f£.), where he claimed to “make up” his own 
formal terms, onc finds that they are the same as those of Avicenna! 

8 For the date of the work, see W. Madelung, *Ar-Rāģib al-Isfahàni und 
die Ethik al-Gazālīs,” in Islamwissenschaftliche Abhandlungen Fritz Meier zum 
sechzigsten Geburtstag, ed. R. Gramlich (Wiesbaden, 1974), PP- 153f. (reprinted 
in W. Madelung, Religious Schools and Sects in Medieval Islam [London, 1958]), 
and Hourani, *A Revised Chronology,” pp. 294f. Relative to the dating of 

Mīzān, it is not insignificant perhaps that in it al-Ghazali speaks several times 
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of the necessity of terminating all worldly connections (e.g., p. 26); cp. Mun- 
gidh, p. 134; cited in chap. +, n. 2, above. 

9 By “a permanent habitus in the soul” (malakatun thabitatun fi I-nafs) al- 
Ghazālī apparently means a state in which one's certitude concerning God's 
creation and governance of the world no longer requires that he constantly 
avert to the demonstration and its terms. This is a different level of certitude 
from that which is not separable from the demonstration and is different 
in kind from the certitude derived from contemplative vision. It is analo- 
gous to the “ayn al-yagīn” of the sufis (cf., e.g., Risālak 2, pp. 99f.). See our 
“Al-Ghazali on Taglid,” pp. 217f. and the references there cited. 

10 It is interesting to note that the thesis that God is neither within the 
world nor outside it is a standard thesis with the Ash‘arites; cf., e.g., al- 
Isfarā”īnī, Fr. 29, pp. rsof. 

11 The three levels of assent to the traditional descriptions of the *punish- 
ment of the grave" put forth in IbyƏ° 4, pp. 484f. are basically analogous to 
the three levels of discourse presented in Mizan. 

12 The title of the second book of Ihya? is also Oawā”id al-agwid, but 
it seems altogether implausible that this have been the work envisioned in 
Tahāfut. 

13 Mustazhirī, written against the claims of the Bātiniyya concerning the 
necessity of an infallible imam, was evidently composed between Mi‘yar and 
Iqtisad; see Hourani, “A Revised Chronology,” p. 293. 

14 It may be that al-Ghazālī came later to feel that he might have gone 
a bit too far in what he had implied (or seemed to imply) concerning the 
resurrection in Mthakk and Mizan, for he seems later to back off somewhat 
in the general direction of a more traditional position; cf., e.g., Mungidh, 
pp. 106f. along with Iya 4, pp. 477f. and 484f., cited above, pp. s7f. and 6sf. 
Did he, in fact, ever come to a definitive conclusion on the matter? 

15 It is to be noted that I%yē> can be seen as taking up, in a vastly ex- 
tended manner, the topic of Mizān, as he states over and again throughout 
the work that it is properly and most strictly concerned with *the sciences 
of action” (‘wim al-mu‘amalah). Again, where earlier Mi‘yar and Mihakk 
had served, so to speak, as the logical propaedeutic to Mizan, logic is men- 
tioned in Book II of Iya? as a science common to falsafa and kalām, and 
with them is summarily set aside to be taken up more substantially only later 
in Book XXI in connection with the “science of the states of the soul” where 
its importance is argued rhetorically through metaphor and in strongly reli- 
gious language. Logic, thus, is viewed as the key for the souls initial access 
to the immaterial world and the perception of the truc realities or essences 
of things (baqa?ig al-”askyā” ). It is worth remarking that although it was 
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extremely common for the leading scholars to produce short manuals of ele- 
mentary doctrine (e.g., the agīdah of al-Isfarā?īnī,'the Fui of al-Oushayrī, 
the Lumas of al-Juwaynī), Qudsiyyah takes on a peculiar interest of its own 
because of its placement within the larger context of Ihyā”. 

16 One ofthe most important of these is that of the ontological origin of 
the "essential natures of things.” He must have been aware of the problem, 
since it is dealt with, even if only superficially, by the earlier Ash'arites (see 
our Creation and the Cosmic System, PP. s2ff.); he says nothing on the topic, 
however, not even to acknowledge that there may be such a question. 
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RSM: al-rasm, al-rusüm, 107 n. 16, 
132 n. 13, 133 N. 20 

RWH: al-rüh, al-’arwah. See 
Pneuma; Spirit 

SBB: al-sabab, al->asbāb (see 
Cause(s); musabbib al-asbàb, 37; 
musabbab, 18, 45 

SKhR: sakhkhara, yusakhkhiru, 38 

SWY: istawā, yastawī, 40—41 

ShRT: al-shart, al-shurüt. See Con- 
dition(s) 

ShHR: al-mashhūrāt. See Opin- 
ion(s): commonly received 

DRR: darūrī, 18. See also *ilm darüri 

TB:: al-tab* and al-tabi‘ah. See 
Nature(s) 

«RD: Grid, 55, 127 n. 63; al-‘arad, 
al^a*rad (see Accident); sifat 
*aradiyyah, so 

«RE: al-ma‘rifah, al-ma‘arif, 11, 16, 
23, 31, 75, 81, 83, IOS N. 7 

‘QL: al-taql, 10, 17, 24—27, 30—33, 59, 
108 n. 18, 125 n. sO, 132 n. II 

“LQ: ta‘allaqa, yata‘allaqu, 45, 59, 119 
n. 26, 126 n. 54. . 

«LM: *ilm darūrī, ro, 68; ‘ilm kasbī/ 
muktasab, 10, 95; ‘alam al-mulk 
(see World: material); “alam al- 
malakūt (see World: celestial); 
al-*alam al-rühàni (see World: 
celestial) 

«MM: al-‘awamm, 40, 42, 80—85, 133 
n. 21 

*ML: al-*amal (see Action(s): 
human); al-mu‘amalah, 76, 111 
n. 33; “ilm al-mu'ámalah (see 
Science(s): ethical) 
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«NY: al-ma*nà, al-ma‘ani, 56, 66 

*WD: al-sadah. See Custom: God's 

FTR: al-fitrah, 25—26; fitri, 6, 10, 25 

FWQ: al-fawqiyyah, 40 

QDR: gaddara, yugaddiru, 37, 44; 
al-taqdir, 113 n. 38, 114 n. 43; al- 
gudrah (see Power); al-gadar, 85 

ORN: al-igtirān, 109 n. 22 

QDY: al-gadā”, 27, 37, 114 n. 43 

OLB: al-galb, 24; as synonym for 
‘nafs’ and *rūt), 24. See also Soul 

QWM: qa'imun bil-nafs/bil-dhat, 
54, $9, 60, 66, 105 n. $ 

KSB: al-kasb, al-iktisāb, 21, 44, 69, 
H9 n. 26. See also “ilm kasbi 


_KShF: Kashafa, yakshifu, 16, 122 


n. 33; al-mukashafah, 21, 22—24, 
57, 96; inkashafa, yankashifu, 
23, 96 

KWN: al-kawn, al-’akw4n, so, 52 

LZM: al-lāzim, al-lawāzim, 63; 
talāzama, yatalāzamu, 18 

LWH: al-lawh al-mahfüz. See Well 
Guarded Tablet 

MThL: tamāthala, yatamāthalu, 52 

MKN: ti l2imkàn, 18—21 

ML: al-mila’, 124 n. 45 

MLK: “alam al-mulk (see World: 
material); *alam al-malaküt (see 
World: celestial) 

NZR: al-nazar, 10, 32; ‘ilm al- 
nazar, 10 

NES: al-nafs, al-nufüs, 32-33, 64. See 
also Soul 

HY”: tahayya’a, yatahayya’u, 45; 
al-hay^ah, 63, 124 n. 46 

WJB: al-mūjib, 18, 34, 59; al- 
mūjab, 18 

WJH: al-jihah, 123 n. 44, 124 n. 45 

WHD: al-tawhid, 11, 21, 23, 37, 117 
n. II 

WD: wad'i, 11 

WQS: waqa'a, yaqi*u, 45, 119 n. 26, 
I2I n. 29 


RAE itis. 
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WLD: wallada, yuwallidu, 90; 
tawallada, yatawalladu, 47, 74, 113 
n. 38, 127 n. 60 

WLY: istawlā, yastawli, 40—41 


WHM: al-wahm, al2awhàm and 
wahmī. See Aestimatio; Impres- 
sion(s) 
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